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What does “family owned & operated” really’ mean? For the Clark family, it CHINO 
means getting up early for 45 years to work in their own community, and Pestivnensmayt 
: : i 0 ' * * 1 5 Mountain Ave. 
choosing to invest in the Inland Empire. In a time when Wall Street is trying to Chino, CA 91710 
run Main Street, Clark’s Nutrition still believes that family owned and 
operated businesses are the backbone of the American dream, and feels 


privileged to help families live healthier and happier lives. LOMA LINDA 
: = 909.478.7714 
11235 Mountain View Ave. 
Loma Linda, CA 92354 
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RIVERSIDE 

951.686.4757 
SELECTION 4225 Market St. 
Clark’s has the largest selection of organic produce and supplements in the Inland Empire. Riverside, CA 92501 
NUTRITIONAL CONSULTANTS Pot 
We have trained Nutritional Consultants to help assist you with whatever your health goals are. RANCHO MIRAGE = 
They're not on commission, and are here to help you “Live Better!” 3 Plies: 

onterey Ave. 


Rancho Mirage, CA 92270 


WE ARE EXCITED TO MEET YOU! It is our company mission to provide customers with nutritional 
assistance that can really have a lasting impact on their quality of life. We look forward to meeting 
and serving you! 
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AFFORDABLE 
Clark’s goes to great lengths to make sure your family has what they need at an affordable price. 


STORE TOURS 
Come by any time and we will be glad to give you a personal tour and answer any of your questions. 
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Deep State in Action 

This special report tells how the Deep State — the behind-the-scenes 
people who drive America’s political machine — use the environment, 
immigration, trade, wars, and more to bring about global governance. 
(August 20, 2018, 48pp) TNA180820 


Electing Constitutionalists 

If Americans want to “Drain 
the Swamp” in Washington, 
D.C., constitutionalists must be 
elected to the U.S. Congress. We 
cover some important races. 
(August 6, 2018, 48pp) TNA180806 


QUANTITY TITLE/DESCRIPTION 


Why Most Americans 

Won’t Retire Well 

With Americans now taking out 
large loans to buy big-ticket items 
such as houses and cars (mainly as 
a result of government inflation), 
they don’t save enough for 
retirement. (July 23, 2018, 48pp) 
T™NA180723 
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| | Their Plans With Your Money 


Mix or Match 
O 1 copy $3.95 
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1 25 copies $31.25 
100+ copies* 


| | Deep State: Pulling Strings... 


Shop]||sxy org Mail completed form to: 


Order Online: www.ShopJBS.org 


Credit-card orders call toll-free now! 


Their Plans With Your Money 
Trump signed an omnibus spending 
bill that funds the priorities of 
most people in government and 
industries and organizations 
reliant on government funding, but 
shouldn't there be limits? (May 21, 
2018, 48pp) TNA180521 
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1-800-342-6491 


Deep State: Pulling Strings 
From Behind the Scenes 
After the election of Donald 
Trump, many Americans 
noticed the concerted efforts 
by intelligence agencies and 
others to vilify Trump and stop 
his agenda — for the first time 
noticing the Deep State. (January 
8, 2018, 48pp) TNA180108 
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Phone E-mail 


Q) Check 
() Money Order 


Make checks payable to: ShopJBS 
eo CX. Date 


CYVISA 
C) MasterCard 


Q) Discover 
Order Subtotal Q) American Express 
$0-10.99 
$11.00-19.99 
$20.00-49.99 


Standard Shipping 
$6.36 
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$9.95 


Rush Shipping 
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United Nations: 
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The John Birch Society has been equipping 
leaders like you to expose the Deep State 
globalist agenda for 60 years. We have 
derailed key strategic objectives by working 

in concert across the country, getting the right 
information to the right people at the right time. 


No organization is more feared by the Deep 
State than The John Birch Society. With your 
help we can hit critical mass, defeat the 
globalists, and “Drain the Swamp!” 


e Six decades of leadership experience 

e Consistent track record of telling the 
truth and projecting the lines 

e Educational tools you can rely on to 
influence others = _ 

e Uncompromising defense of the U.S. Iconic JBS 
Constitution and independence Campaign! 

e Verified news and urgent action alerts 

e An influential body of men and 
women of good character 

e National concerted action program so 
you can multiply your effectiveness 
by working with others 


Take Action! = TheJob 


There’s never been a more critical time to join our epic struggle 
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to preserve American freedom and independence. 


Visit JBS.org or call 1-800-342-6491 to learn more, apply for 
membership, and contact your local coordinator to get involved. 
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DEEP STATE 


No Borders, No Nation 

by William F. Jasper — Democrats have taken it upon themselves 
to be the voice for open borders, publicly calling for what hardcore 
socialists and Deep State globalists have wanted for decades. 


Globalists Using Mass Migration 


to De-Christianize the West 
by Alex Newman — Deep State globalists are using immigration to 
upend Christian culture and the idea of nationhood. 


Globalists Created the Refugee Crisis 
by Alex Newman — Westerners are told by elites that there is a 
refugee crisis, but the crisis was caused by the elites, with a purpose. 


Trump’s Criticism of NATO 


Doesn’t Go Far Enough 
by C. Mitchell Shaw — President Trump was critical of NATO countries’ 
nonparticipation, and he was roundly criticized in return by globalists. 


“Free Trade” Isn’t Really About Trade 
by Charles Scaliger — “Free trade” treaties are about giving up 
powers and rights to unaccountable international entities. 


UN “Environmental’’ Schemes 


Advance World Government 
by Alex Newman — The United Nations is using supposed threats 
to nature to obtain power. 


Manage the Money, Manage the World 

by Charles Scaliger — Since the 1940s, globalist elites have angled 
to simultaneously rid the world of national currencies and create a 
world currency — in a bid to centrally control the planet. 


HISTORY — PAST AND PERSPECTIVE 


Tariffs and the Founding Fathers 
by Steve Byas — Though free trade is portrayed as an unalloyed 
“good,” America’s influential Founders disagreed. 


THE LAST WORD 


Stop the Deep State Plan 
for a UN World Government! 
by Larry Greenley 
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FROM THE EDITOR 


The Deep State and Its Subversive Designs 


Anyone who doubts the reality of the Deep 
State needs only to survey today’s major 
news stories to recognize both that the 
Deep State exists and that this unelected 
shadow government within the executive 
branch of the U.S. government hates Pres- 
ident Trump and is working to undermine 
and even overthrow his presidency. 

In the not-too-distant past, an attempt- 
ed overthrow of a legitimately elected 
president by unelected officials within the 
executive branch would have been con- 
sidered treasonous. Yet in July, Pulitzer 
Prize-winning Washington Post columnist 
Eugene Robinson called it “patriotism” in 
a column entitled “God Bless the ‘Deep 
State.’” Therein he described the “deep 
state” as a “propaganda” term “intended 
to cast a sinister light” on government 
officials who have “spent years — often 
decades — mastering the details of for- 
eign and domestic policy.” But though 
he dismissed the terminology, he did ac- 
knowledge the power wielded by these in- 
dividuals, writing: “The deep state stands 
between us and the abyss.” 

“Democrats in Congress are powerless; 
the Republican leadership, spineless,” 
Robinson warned. “Experienced govern- 
ment officials know that their job is to 
serve the president. But what if the presi- 
dent does not serve the best interests of the 
nation?” He answered: “In this emergency, 
the loyal and honorable deep state has a 
higher duty. It’s called patriotism.” 

Another media commentator referenced 
a possible coup without condemning it: 
CNN counterterrorism analyst Philip Mudd, 
who formerly worked in the CIA and FBI. 
“When do we see almost a shadow govern- 
ment come out and say ‘we cannot side with 
the government’?” Mudd asked rhetorically 
on CNN in July. This is the same ex-Deep 
Stater who said in August 2017 about Presi- 
dent Trump: “Let me give you one bottom 
line as a former government official. Gov- 
emmment is going to kill this guy.” 

In our earlier January 8, 2018 special re- 
port on the “Deep State,” THE NEw AMERI- 
CAN focused on exposing its existence — 
not just the shadow government within the 
executive branch and particularly the intel- 
ligence community, but also the Deep State 
behind the Deep State. “The power elites 
manipulating the levers of political power,” 


we pointed out in that report, “are outside 
as well as inside government.” And they are 
working to submerge the United States in 
an emerging world government. 

In this new report, we shift the focus to 
the Deep State’s stratagem for achieving 
this subversive scheme, piece by piece and 
step by step. For example, the first article, 
on immigration, puts the call for abolish- 
ing ICE and creating “open borders” in 
perspective: Open borders mean no nation, 
which sets the stage for global governance. 
Other articles expose the same end goal in 
other policy initiatives sought by the Deep 
State, from the “free trade” agenda to build- 
ing a planetary environmental regime. 

“The ‘house of world order’ will have 
to be built from the bottom up rather than 
from the top down,” Columbia University 
professor Richard N. Gardner pointed out in 
his article “The Hard Road to World Order” 
in the April 1974 issue of Foreign Affairs, 
the journal of the Council on Foreign Rela- 
tions, the establishment power house that 
is a key exponent of the Deep State behind 
the Deep State. Gardner, who later held 
ambassadorships in the Carter and Clinton 
administrations, added: “An end run around 
national sovereignty, eroding it piece by 
piece, will accomplish much more than the 
old-fashioned frontal assault.” 

So it will. But the extent to which 
Trump clings to the “America First” 
agenda — protecting the borders, backing 
away from the sovereignty-destroying 
“free trade” regimes, etc. — is the ex- 
tent to which he is an obstacle in the path 
of the globalist subversives. “America 
First” is anathema to the globalists, who 
will stop at nothing to obliterate it, even if 
that means toppling the president. 

Because so much is at stake — the sur- 
vival of our country as a free and indepen- 
dent nation— we encourage you to read 
this special report (as well as the earlier 
one if you have not already done so), to 
share the information with others, and to 
become involved. Specific steps you can 
take to restore our country are recom- 
mended in our concluding article on page 
44. Those steps include joining with other 
freedom-loving Americans in The John 
Birch Society, the parent organization of 
this magazine. Ml 

— Gary BENOIT 
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“NO BORDERS, NO NATION 


Democrats have taken it upon themselves to be the voice for open borders, publicly 
calling for what hardcore socialists and Deep State globalists have wanted for decades. 


by William F. Jasper 


66 o borders, no walls, sanctu- 
ary for all!” “No ban. No 
wall. No borders at all.” 

Those are slogans of the Democratic So- 

cialists of America. You can watch videos 

on the organization’s website and Face- 
book pages in which the DSA agitators 

are chanting the slogans as they invade a 

Washington, D.C.-area restaurant to harass 

Department of Homeland Security (DHS) 

Secretary Kirstjen Nielsen while she is 

eating dinner, or as they invade and block 

federal Immigration and Customs En- 
forcement (ICE) offices. The Democratic 
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Socialists of America, which for decades 
had been merely a festering carbuncle on 
the extreme left of the Democratic Party, 
now has spread its infection throughout 
the entire party structure. 

Following the election of Donald Trump 
in 2016, the DSA has enjoyed spectacu- 
lar growth, recruiting legions of outraged 
Berniecrats from the failed Bernie San- 
ders campaign, as well as hordes of “Re- 
sistance” militants from the Hillary camp. 
The DSA, reportedly, has mushroomed 
from 7,000 members and 15 local chapters 
in 2000 to 44,000 members and hundreds 
of chapters in 2018. It has seized the open 
borders/no borders cause, which until very 


recently was only seriously proposed by 
such elements of the extreme Left as the 
Communist Party USA, the Revolutionary 
Communist Party, and La Raza (The Race), 
the ultra-radical Mexican irredentist group 
that seeks to reclaim the American south- 
west as “Aztlan” or “Mexifornia.” 

The current campaign to do away with 
our borders is centered on the frenzied ef- 
fort to “Abolish ICE!” Democratic poli- 
ticians and candidates nationwide have 
jumped on this bandwagon, apparently 
convinced that this will be a winning strat- 
egy for the November elections. 

But for the issue to be an electoral 
game-winner, they have to convince the 
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Abolish ICE: Protesters display an “Abolish ICE” 
banner during a rally to block and shut down 
the Immigration and Customs Enforcement 
facility in Los Angeles on July 2, 2018. 

Leftists have carried out similar “direct action” 
operations in cities from coast to coast. 


majority of Americans that they are cor- 
rect. And to convince the majority they are 
correct, they have to overcome the obvi- 
ous implications, as was noted by com- 
mentator Glen C. Simmons: If you defeat 
border security, then you defeat national 
security. If you defeat national security, 
you defeat peace, justice, and security — 
and the American dreams of equal treat- 
ment and freedom can no longer exist. 

To that we add that “no borders” equals 
“no nation,” which equals “world govern- 
ment” — and centralized governments 
have never, ever, offered the opportunities 
to the common man for wealth and per- 
sonal freedom that America has offered. 
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But Democrats have been getting on 
the no-border locomotive because they 
are under the impression that the elector- 
ate will then support them. Several high- 
profile, media-driven events have aided 
this perception. 

First and foremost has been the months- 
long furor orchestrated by the abolish-the- 
borders agitators and their media enablers 
over the Trump administration’s “separa- 
tion of children from parents” policy. It 
made no difference to the propagandists 
that the Trump administration’s “abuses” 
in this regard entailed arrest and incarcera- 
tion procedures that were little different 
from those employed during the Obama 
administration. No similar rent-a-mob 
action and orchestrated media coverage 
were directed at Obama on this issue, of 
course; all the organized outrage has been 
reserved for Trump and the Republicans. 

The second event came on June 26 with 
the stunning upset victory in the Demo- 
cratic primary for New York’s 14th Con- 
gressional District. Unknown “community 
activist” Alexandria Ocasio-Cortez toppled 
longtime incumbent Representative Joe 
Crowley, chairman of the House Demo- 
cratic Caucus and one of the most power- 
ful Democrats in Washington. Many had 
proposed him as a likely replacement for 
Nancy Pelosi as House minority leader, 
and (they hoped) House speaker, should 
the Democrats retake the House. Typical 
of New York City Democratic pols, Repre- 
sentative Crowley hewed to the left, earn- 
ing an abysmal 20-percent voting record 
in the current Congress in this magazine’s 
Freedom Index. But Crowley was not left 
enough for the DSA, of which Ocasio- 
Cortez is a member. Her DSA comrades 
swarmed into the streets of Queens and The 
Bronx to knock on doors and hand out her 
campaign literature. The Deep State media, 
which has gone overboard gushing about 
her “populist” campaign, has ignored her 
DSA and communist support, while hyping 
her telegenic “star quality” as a “millennial 
activist” and a “Latina progressive.” 

Since the 14th District is overwhelm- 


ingly Democratic, Ocasio-Cortez is now 
safely assured of winning in November. 
She has wasted no time in making the No 
Borders/Abolish ICE theme one of her sig- 
nature campaign issues. In fact, the day be- 
fore the primary vote, she was down on the 
U.S.-Mexico border protesting the Trump 
administration’s immigration/border poli- 
cies. Appearing on the far-left Democracy 
Now! television program the day after her 
primary triumph, she called for a new mili- 
tancy, urging activists to “mobilize” and 
“occupy” all ICE offices, airports, and the 
whole border, as a means of resistance to 
the “rising fascism” of the Trump era. “Our 
nation is in a moral crisis,” said Ocasio- 
Cortez, and “the moral character of the 
United States is at stake.” Hence, she says, 
“We have to have a rapid response.... We 
have to occupy all of it. We need to occupy 
every airport. We need to occupy every bor- 
der. We need to occupy every ICE office.” 
OK, you say, but Ocasio-Cortez and her 
cheering section are a tiny, noisy coterie of 
hard-left overwrought subordinates who 
have hijacked a small part of the Demo- 
cratic Party; they don’t represent the ma- 
jority of registered Democrats. Au contrai- 
re! The party’s leadership says otherwise. 
Following her surprise victory, Demo- 
cratic National Committee Chairman Tom 
Perez joined the hosanna choir proclaim- 
ing Ocasio-Cortez to be “the future of the 
Democrat party.” (Emphasis added.) Rep- 
resentative Keith Ellison (D-Minn.), who 
is the deputy chair of the DNC and for- 
merly served as chair of the Congressional 
Progressive Caucus, is also on board the 
bandwagon. Ellison, a Marxist Muslim 
and one of the most radical members of 
Congress, says that not allowing foreign 
people to enter the United States at will 
is “an injustice.” At a May Day parade in 
Minneapolis this year, he wore a T-shirt 
emblazoned with the slogan, “Yo no creo 
en fronteras,” which translates from Span- 
ish into “I don’t believe in borders.” 
Following the Ocasio-Cortez upset, 
Senator Kirsten Gillibrand (D-N.Y.), Sen- 
ator Elizabeth Warren (D-Mass.), Senator 


“No borders, no walls, Sanctuary for all!” “No ban. 


No wall. No borders at all.” 


Those are slogans of the 


Democratic Socialists of America. 


STORY .. DEEP STATE 


Bernie Sanders (I-Vt.), New York City 
Mayor Bill de Blasio, and other Demo- 
crats rallied behind the “Abolish ICE” 
banner. Actress Cynthia Nixon (Sex and 
the City), running a hard-left insurgent 
campaign to replace liberal-left New York 
Governor Andrew Cuomo, denounced 
ICE as “a terrorist organization.” On 
July 12 Representative Mark Pocan (D- 
Wis.) introduced a bill, H.R. 6361, in the 
House of Representatives to abolish ICE. 
Eight House Democrats have signed on 
as cosponsors: Pramila Jayapal and Adam 
Smith of Washington; Adriano Espaillat, 
José Serrano, Nydia Velazquez, and Yvette 
Clarke, all from New York; Earl Blume- 
nauer of Oregon; and James McGovern of 
Massachusetts. 

The third epic event that launched the 
Democratic stampede into the open-bor- 


ders corral was a political stunt staged 
by communist agitators on Independence 
Day. While thousands of Americans and 
foreign visitors journeyed to Liberty Is- 
land on July 4 to see the Statue of Liberty, 
Therese Patricia Okoumou and members 
of the Revolutionary Communist Party 
and Rise & Resist went there to wreck the 
sightseers’ holiday plans — and to send a 
message. While her comrades unfurled an 
“Abolish ICE” banner, Okoumou, a hard- 
left activist from the Democratic Republic 
of the Congo, climbed up the pedestal and 
nestled into a fold of Lady Liberty’s green, 
copper-covered robe. 

In an instant, the unknown activist be- 
came Therese Patricia Okoumou the global 
folk hero, catapulted to stardom by glowing 
saturation coverage from both the liberal- 
left “mainstream” media and “progressive” 


Exploiting children: Toddlers and poster children are focal points | in the ait ramnplaite -ICE 
protests sponsored by the “progressive” group CASA in Action, in Washington, D.C., on June 27, 
2018, aimed at the Trump administration’s policy of separating illegal-alien children from adults. 
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AP Images 


social-media platforms. A Google search 
currently yields more than 173,000 entries 
for her, including thousands of news sto- 
ries, many of which were top-of-the-fold, 
front-page articles with huge photos and 
prominent top-of-the-hour broadcast leads. 
When Okoumou was arraigned in federal 
court on July 5 to face charges of disorderly 
conduct, trespassing, and interference with 
government agency functions, she came as 
a rock star, pleading not guilty, and blow- 
ing kisses to a courtroom packed with wor- 
shipful fans who cheered her and called out 
“Patricia, we love you!” 

It did not matter to the adoring media mob 
that Okoumou had spoiled what for many 
July 4 visitors was a once-in-a-lifetime op- 
portunity to visit the Statue of Liberty. Nor 
did it matter to them that her propaganda 
stunt had posed a “substantial danger” to 
the lives of the police rescue team. (Ac- 
cording to NYPD Emergency Service Unit 
Detective Brian Glacken, Okoumou ini- 
tially threatened to push them off the statue 
as they climbed up to retrieve her. That’s 
more than a 50-foot drop onto concrete. 
Yep, that’s pretty serious; deadly serious.) 
Nor did the press gaggles see fit to mention 
Okoumou’s previous run-ins with the law, 
her history of squabbles and lawsuits with 
employers and neighbors, or her ties to the 
Revolutionary Communist Party (RCP), a 
violent Maoist sect that openly preaches 
the virtues of, and the need to recreate, 
Communist China’s murderous Cultural 
Revolution here in America. Even when a 
few so-called journalists interviewed fel- 
low protester Jay W. Walker (who refers 
to himself as Okoumou’s “comrade”), they 
somehow invariably failed to mention that 
he is a nationally known, high-level RCP 
agitator/spokesman. All of these facts were 
easily accessible to the media mavens who 
swarmed all over the Okoumou story. But 
obviously, mentioning any of these facts 
would have tainted the adulatory narrative 
they were committed to weaving about her 
and her pristine-pure “cause.” 

Contrast this media treatment with that 
which invariably greets any group of citi- 
zens that ever demonstrates in favor of 
border enforcement. If not totally ignored, 
the pro-border folks can rest assured that 
some industrious media sleuth will dig 
until he finds that (eureka!) one of the 
demonstrator’s great uncle’s brother-in- 
law had a cousin who named her son’s dog 
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Abusing liberty: Therese Patricia Okoumou (inset) can be seen after climbing onto the Statue 


of Liberty on July 4 as part of a propaganda stunt with Maoist members of the Revolutionary 


Communist Party. 


“Jeb,” after Confederate general J.E.B. 
Stuart, thus proving that the demonstra- 
tors clearly are xenophobic, KKK racists. 

Although many additional events and 
developments have contributed to the cur- 
rent leftward rush by the Democrats into 
the arms of the open-borders lobby, these 
closely bunched, signal phenomena have 
convinced many that the time is ripe to 
take this fringe issue mainstream. In the 
calculus of many Democrat politicos, now 
is the time to come out of the no-borders 
closet and openly embrace and proclaim 
what they have previously advanced 
under safer, more acceptable labels, such 
as “comprehensive immigration reform,” 
a “path to citizenship,” etc. 


Bordering on Insanity 

Have we really come to the point where 
the American people will accept the idea 
that our borders should not exist, that ICE 
and the Border Patrol should be done away 
with, and that anyone who wishes to mi- 
grate here should be able to do so without 
restriction? The election of Donald Trump 
would argue otherwise. After all, building 
“The Wall” and getting tough on migra- 
tion/immigration were central planks in his 
winning campaign. And they energized his 
base, brought many blue-collar Democrats 
into his camp, and undoubtedly gave him 
his margin of victory in 2016. Recent opin- 
ion polls also show that most Americans are 
not supporting the “no borders” nonsense. 
The latest Harvard-Harris Poll (June 2018), 
for instance, shows that swing voters are 
overwhelmingly opposed to proposals to 


www. TheNewAmerican.com 


decrease, let alone end, immigration en- 
forcement. Almost three-quarters (73 per- 
cent) of swing voters oppose abolishing 
ICE. The survey reveals that 73 percent of 
Independents, 59 percent of Democrats, 
78 percent of Republicans, 63 percent of 
Blacks, 50 percent of Hispanics, 68 percent 
of men, and 70 percent of women oppose 
disbanding the agency. Even 59 percent of 
voters who identified as having voted for 
Hillary Clinton in 2016 opposed the idea. 
The same Harvard-Harris Poll found that 
most voters (70 percent) also support strict- 
er immigration enforcement, with the fol- 
lowing breakdown: Independents, 69 per- 
cent; Democrats, 51 percent; Republicans, 
92 percent; blacks, 53 percent; Hispanics, 
51 percent; men, 72 percent; and women, 
68 percent. 

After seeing the results from this and 
similar polls, the Democratic leader- 
ship seems to have realized that they had 
jumped the gun on this issue. They had 
lurched too far to the left too soon. So the 
more sober realists walked back support 
for Representative Pocan’s bill. They cer- 
tainly didn’t want a vote on that before the 
November midterm elections, which could 
surely dash to bits their hopes for gains in 
House and Senate seats. What to do? Well, 
they will continue to do (and to escalate) 
what they have been doing for decades: re- 
place the uncooperative American voters 
with imported new ones. The leadership of 
the Democratic Party recognizes that time 
and demographics are on their side if they 
can keep the immigration/migration pipe- 
line flowing full bore. They have known 
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for a long time that their Big Government 
program doesn’t sell with the American 
voters, so they are hell-bent on replacing 
the American voters with new voters who 
will support their socialist agenda. 

Only a few of the Democratic pols say 
this openly. Representative Luis Gutiér- 
rez (Ill.), for example, told the Chicago 
Sun-Times in June that he “will be rallying 
Hispanic voters with an initial ... focus 
on Pennsylvania, Ohio and Florida, with 
a large Puerto Rican population.” “I am 
not going to Pennsylvania to recruit back 
the Trump voters.... I am going to Penn- 
sylvania to create new voters,” Guti¢rez 
said. The blue-collar Democrats who went 
for Trump — steel workers, coal miners, 
laborers, factory workers, office workers, 
farmers, etc. — are being discarded by 
the Democrats for more compliant voters 
from Mexico, Latin America, Asia, Africa, 
and the Middle East. 

The foreign-born replacement voters 
that Gutiérrez and his Democrat compa- 
dres have been creating are coming from 
two sources: legal immigration and ille- 
gal migration. Over the past 50 years, the 
Democrats have dramatically boosted the 
replacement strategy from both sources 
— first, by legislatively increasing the 
immigration quotas from undeveloped 
countries, beginning with the 1965 Hart- 
Celler Immigration Act, and second, by 
thwarting every effort to control our bor- 
ders, while at the same time providing 
the huge, irresistible magnet of jobs and 
welfare benefits — plus the added benefit 
of amnesty after amnesty rewarding suc- 
cessive waves of illegal border jumpers 
with legalization. 

It is important to pause here to empha- 
size an important distinction between legal 
immigration and illegal migration, as even 
many critics of our out-of-control bor- 
ders often fall into the rhetorical trap that 
the liberal-left advocates have laid on this 
issue. Playing on the “we are a nation of 
immigrants” theme, the organized Left and 
its Deep State media allies consciously, as- 
siduously conflate the migrant-immigrant 
terms. That’s politically expedient for 
them: Anyone who calls for reducing the 
legal immigrant flood or boosting border 
security to stanch the illegal migrant tsu- 
nami can be conveniently disposed of as 
“anti-immigrant” and a racist, xenophobic 
bigot. Here’s the thing: An “immigrant” is 
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someone who has gone through the legal 
immigration process (waiting in line, fill- 
ing out paperwork, vetting, inspections, 
attestations, paying fees, etc.). An illegal 
“migrant” (or “illegal alien,” to use a now- 
forbidden term) on the other hand is some- 
one who has disregarded and violated our 
immigration laws by entering the country 
illegally, or by entering the country legally 
(on student, tourist, business, or temporary 
worker visas) and then staying here illegal- 
ly. It is an insult and a disservice to bona 
fide legal immigrants to conflate them (and 
the millions who are waiting in line) with 
illegal migrants who are thumbing their 
noses at the immigration process. 


Liar, Liar, Pants on Fire 

At the signing of the Hart-Celler Immi- 
gration Bill into law on October 3, 1965, 
President Lyndon Johnson solemnly de- 
clared: “This bill we sign today is not a 
revolutionary bill. It does not affect the 
lives of millions. It will not restructure the 
shape of our daily lives.” 

Senator Edward “Ted” Kennedy (D- 
Mass.), who had shepherded the legisla- 
tion through Congress (it is often referred 
to as the Kennedy bill), reassured Amer- 
ica: “First, our cities will not be flooded 
with a million immigrants annually. 
Under the proposed bill, the present level 
of immigration remains substantially the 
same.... Secondly, the ethnic mix of this 
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country will not be upset.... Contrary to 
the charges in some quarters, [the bill] will 
not inundate America with immigrants 
from any one country or area, or the most 
populated and deprived nations of Africa 
and Asia.... It will not relax the standards 
of admission. It will not cause American 
workers to lose their jobs.” 

“The effect of the bill on our popula- 
tion [in numbers] would be quite insig- 
nificant,” Representative Emanuel Celler 
(D-N.Y.), the act’s cosponsor, promised. 

What have been the actual results? 
In 1995, on the 30th anniversary of the 
Hart-Celler-Kennedy fiasco, the late Otis 
L. Graham, professor emeritus of history 
at the University of California at Santa 
Barbara, noted that “the assurances of the 
law’s sponsors were untrue. The number 
of legal immigrants immediately jumped 
to 400,000, then to 800,000 by 1980, and 
reached well over | million in the early 
1990s, when those given amnesty in 1986 
and their relatives are added to the total. 
Illegal immigrants add 300,000 or more 
annually, many coming to join legally ad- 
mitted relatives. Total immigration last year 
was 1.2 million.” And, of course, it has got- 
ten worse in the 20 years since Professor 
Graham wrote those words. In addition to 
the continuing escalation of legal immigra- 
tion and illegal migration from the usual 
post-1965 sources, we have seen, over the 
last few years, a huge spike in asylum ap- 


“Legal” illegals: Mexicans line up outside 
the U.S. Consulate in Monterrey, Mexico, 

to apply for temporary worker visas. Our 

lack of visa monitoring allows “temporary” 
visitors (students, tourists, businessmen, tech 
workers, etc.) to overstay their visas — many 
permanently. 


plications from all over the world, particu- 
larly from Muslim countries. 

Many conservative critics of Ted Ken- 
nedy, LBJ, and Hart-Celler err by referring 
to the de facto transformation-by-immigra- 
tion we are experiencing as the “unintend- 
ed consequences of liberalism,” implying 
stupidity on the part of the mass immi- 
gration advocates. No, the proponents of 
leftist “immigration reform” programs — 
from Hart-Celler to DREAMER, DACA, 
DAPA, and beyond — knew full well that 
their plans would completely change and 
transform America. The 1965 Immigration 
Act coincided with another effort by the 
same “progressive” forces to vastly expand 
welfare entitlements, first to existing citi- 
zens and then to new immigrants and illegal 
aliens. The end result would be a massive 
remake of our country, as more and more 
people became welfare-dependent. 

The plan was laid out in the May 1966 
issue of The Nation, by the husband-wife 
professorial team of Richard Cloward and 
Frances Fox Piven. Entitled “The Weight 
of the Poor: A Strategy to End Poverty,” it 
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has become known as the Cloward-Piven 
Strategy to socialize America. The subtitle 
for the article, now considered a socialist 
classic, states, “A mass strategy to recruit 
the poor onto welfare rolls would create a 
political crisis that could result in legislation 
that brings an end to poverty.” Cloward and 
Piven paid homage in their article to Saul 
Alinsky and his Marxist cadres at the In- 
dustrial Areas Foundation. They made plain 
that their objects included “outright redistri- 
bution of income” and national legislation 
for “a guaranteed annual income” for all. 
“Tt is our purpose,” they said, “to advance 
a strategy which affords the basis for a con- 
vergence of civil rights organizations, mili- 
tant anti-poverty groups and the poor.” They 
proposed to build “mass influence” for so- 
cialist objectives by recruiting millions into 
permanent government dependency. Under 
an expanded welfare plan, “mass influence 
is cumulative because benefits are continu- 
ous,” they argued. “Once 
eligibility for basic food and 
rent grants is established, the 
drain on local resources per- 
sists indefinitely,’ Cloward 
and Piven wrote. 

With the entitlement men- 
tality deeply and widely 
entrenched, it is easier to 
radicalize and mobilize large 
numbers of activists to push 
for bigger and more costly 
programs. This will break 
local and state budgets, caus- 
ing a “political crisis” that 
forces the national govern- 
ment to take over. 

The Nation, the oldest 
socialist publication in the 
United States, celebrated 
its 150th anniversary in 
July 2015 by reprinting the 
Cloward-Piven “Weight 
of the Poor” manifesto. In 
her new introduction to the 
essay, Frances Fox Piven 
wrote that by the mid- 
1960s the “movement” had 
begun to focus on “the new 
migrants.” Whereas immi- 
grants in earlier generations 
faced expulsion if they be- 
came a “public charge” dur- 
ing the five-year probation- 
ary period following their 
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naturalization, migrants and immigrants 
today not only face no such consequences 
(even though the public charge provisions 
are still on the books), but are enticed and 
encouraged to go on the public dole. 

The data show that the welfare bribe is 
very effective; immigrants who vote tend to 
reliably reward the Democrats, who prom- 
ise them (and deliver to them) the most tax- 
payer dollars. Together with ACORN (As- 
sociation of Community Organizations for 
Reform Now), Cloward and Piven helped 
pass the 1993 Motor Voter Act, which the 
organized Left has used to register mil- 
lions of new immigrants and illegal aliens 
to vote. The radical couple stood behind 
President Bill Clinton as he signed the leg- 
islation at the White House. 

Far-left Democratic strategists John 
Judis and Ruy Teixeira, coauthors of The 
Emerging Democratic Majority, have 
been jubilantly predicting for the past two 
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decades that the immigration/migration 
waves of the post-1965 era are reshaping 
America in a way that will soon make it 
impossible for Republicans to get elected. 
Their gloating is echoed by many other 
political analysts, activists, and demogra- 
phers on the left who see this demographic 
shift as the key to their voter replacement 
agenda. They see California, where “pro- 
gressive” Democrats have attained virtu- 
ally absolute control, as glorious proof of 
this demographic trend. And they hope to 
see it replicated across the entire country. 
In order for that to happen, they have to 
keep the immigration/migration spigot 
running full blast. 


How Many, How Fast, From Where? 

In 2012, the Gallup poll organization 
found in a global survey that 150 million 
adults from around the world want to 
move to the United States. “About 13% 
of the world’s adults — or 
more than 640 million peo- 
ple — say they would like 
to leave their country per- 
manently,” Gallup reported. 
“Roughly 150 million of 
them say they would like 
to move to the U.S. — giv- 
ing it the undisputed title 
as the world’s most desired 
destination for potential mi- 
grants.” The massive Gal- 
lup undertaking involved 
interviews with 452,199 
adults in 151 countries rep- 
resenting 97 percent of the 
world’s population. Keep 
in mind that the 150 mil- 
lion mentioned above rep- 
resents only the adults who 
said they want to come here; 
each of those could be ex- 
pected to bring several fam- 
ily members besides. 

We get some idea of the 
situation from a National 
Public Radio program in 
2006 celebrating new citi- 
zens. NPR interviewed Han- 
nah Ndubisi, who was spon- 
sored by her U.S. citizen 
son, Samuel. “Everybody in 
the world — I don’t know if 
you know this — wants to 
come to the United States 
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Voto Latino: In this 2016 Associated Press photo, Fabiola Vejar (right) is identified as an illegal 
alien who is shielded from deportation by President Obama’s unconstitutional DACA program. 
She is shown wearing a T-shirt of the Voto Latino organization while registering other Latinos 
(some presumably also illegal aliens) to vote. 


of America,” she said. “All you need to 
do is go to the embassy, any embassy, and 
see long, long lines of people who want 
to come here.” NPR also interviewed new 
citizen Ali from Sudan. “I have my par- 
ents, I have sisters, I have brothers,” Ali 
told the interviewer. “I’m going to apply 
for them to come here soon — definitely. 
I hope they will be here soon.” 


Immigration Lunacy & Hypocrisy 

With the huge numbers of people who 
want to come to the United States — 
often from Third World countries — it 
should be evident to all Americans that to 
accommodate them under present condi- 
tions in this country would be simply im- 
possible. First, the country is broke and 
can’t afford the welfare they’d receive. 
Second, we are at a point in time where 
“becoming an American” is no longer 
important to immigrants (it is more im- 
portant to retain traditional culture and 
beliefs), and the country is already riven 
with dissent as each racial and cultural 
group tries to get its government-issued 
preferences. Third, the country is many 
hundreds of billions behind in infrastruc- 
ture repair, without creating loads of new 
infrastructure necessary for the influx. 


These days, when the topic of border se- 
curity and immigration comes up, whether 
on social media or in conversation, one is 
likely to run into reverential citations from 
Alex Tabarrok, a professor of economics 
at George Mason University. Professor 
Tabarrok is the author of an influential 
2015 article in The Atlantic magazine enti- 
tled “The Case for Getting Rid of Borders 
— Completely.” According to Tabarrok, 
“The argument for open borders is both 
economic and moral. All people should be 
free to move about the earth, uncaged by 
the arbitrary lines known as borders.” He 
is not the only so-called intellectual who 
is advancing this anarcho-libertarian argu- 
ment; radical churchmen are pushing this 
theme from the pulpit, while teachers and 
professors drum it into their pupils. How- 
ever, as Bruce Bawer of PJ Media points 
out, the assertion not only doesn’t pass the 
smell test — it stinks — it reflects com- 
plete hypocrisy by its proponents. Bawer 
notes that Professor Tabarrok, who is from 
Iran, “lives, as it happens, in one of these 
idyllic Virginia 
suburbs with wide 
curvy roads and 
well-kept lawns.” 
“It’s clear,” he 
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I suppose it’s easy for some people liv- 
ing in such neighborhoods to enthuse over 
open borders, because to them it’s a purely 
abstract idea.” Professor Tabarrok is not 
likely to be throwing his doors wide open 
to receive the migrants. He’s not going 
to get rid of his own borders. Ditto for 
George Soros, Facebook billionaire Mark 
Zuckerberg, Oprah, Cher, and the rest of 
the pampered, privileged Hollywood glit- 
terati who love to virtue signal on this 
topic. But don’t expect them to invite any 
of the world’s teeming masses inside their 
own gated, guarded, gilded mansions. 

However, for us regular folks of the 
great unwashed, who are not members 
of the Hollywood, Wall Street, or Silicon 
Valley elite, the consequences of a contin- 
ued immigration/migration onslaught will 
prove to be horrendous — economically, 
politically, socially, morally, and spiritual- 
ly. We need look no further than the current 
desperate plight of Europe to see what our 
fate will be should we fail to take resolute 
action now. (See article on page 15.) 

Although this article has focused almost 
exclusively on the fact that the Democrat- 
ic Party has been the main proponent of 
open borders, it should be said that their 
radical agenda would never have gotten as 
far as it has without the constant betrayal 
by Republican Party leaders. Presidents 
George H. W. Bush and George W. Bush, 
Senator John McCain, Senator Jeff Flake, 
Senator Mitch McConnell, Representative 
Paul Ryan, and other GOP leaders have 
repeatedly squished out or sold out on 
virtually every important immigration 
issue over the past half century. While 
ever playing to the Republican base with 
border security overtures, they have re- 
liably caved in at the critical moments. 
President Donald Trump has, by far, 
come closest to facing up to our dire pre- 
dicament and actually doing something 
concrete to reverse our self-destructive 
course. In this, he deserves our thanks 
and our unstinting support. 
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notes “that Tabar- 
rok enjoys having 
his own space. 
On the one hand, 


And there’s more. 

Yet Democrats — and globalists in 
general — are against borders because 
it’s “just not right.” 
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GLOBALISTS USING MASS MIGRATION 
TO DE-CHRISTIANYZE ‘THE WES'T 


Deep State globalists in Western governments and organizations such as the United 
Nations are using immigration to upend Christian culture and the idea of nationhood. 
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Humans as tools: Millions of Muslims have flooded across open borders into Europe just in 
the last few years, and the globalist establishment is now using them to destroy the Christian 


foundations of Western civilization. 


by Alex Newman 


TOCKHOLM — When Presi- 
dent Donald Trump visited Eu- 
rope in mid-July for meetings 
with NATO, the British queen, and Rus- 
sian strongman Vladimir Putin, he spoke 
openly about the screaming 800-pound 
gorilla in the room that everybody sees 
but pretends not to. That gorilla, of course, 
is the fundamental transformation of the 
continent brought about by the globalist- 
engineered tsunami of Islamic immigra- 
tion. Everything is changing. But in partic- 
ular, the Christian foundations of the Old 
World are being deliberately blown to bits 
by governments, the European Union, and 
the globalist establishment behind them — 
with the mass migration serving as both 
the catalyst and the pretext. But political 
and spiritual resistance is growing. 
Trump did not mince words. “I think 
what has happened to Europe is a shame,” 
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he told The Sun, a British publication. “Al- 
lowing the immigration to take place in Eu- 
rope is a shame. I think it changed the fabric 
of Europe and, unless you act very quickly, 
it’s never going to be what it was. And I 
don’t mean that in a positive way. So I think 
allowing millions and millions of people to 
come into Europe is very, very sad. I think 
you are losing your culture. Look around. 
You go through certain areas that didn’t 
exist ten or 15 years ago.” Europe’s culture, 
of course, is inextricably intertwined with 
its rich Christian heritage. 

Before leaving from Brussels to Lon- 
don, Trump admitted in a press conference 
that he warned his NATO counterparts 
about the dangers of mass immigration. 
“T made a point today — I said, you’ve 
got to stop. You’re ruining your — you’re 
going to have a lot of problems,” Trump 
declared. Not surprisingly, globalist pro- 
moters of mass immigration freaked out or 
ignored the comments, though polls show 


the overwhelming majority of Europeans 
— like Americans — want an end to the 
Islamic influx. 

One of the most obvious impacts of 
mass Islamic immigration is the rapid de- 
Christianization of every facet of European 
culture. Even prior to the mass immigra- 
tion, the secularization of Europe, which 
began centuries ago, all but wiped out bib- 
lical Christianity in Europe as a religious 
force. And this, combined with ignorance 
of history brought about by government 
mis-education, is no doubt among the rea- 
sons that Europeans went along with the 
open-borders madness of their rulers. But 
despite the secularization of Europe, the 
culture and the moral system were still 
largely Christian. The pace of change was 
far too slow for globalists. And so, by im- 
porting millions of Muslims from Africa 
and the Middle East, globalists found a new 
battering ram to accelerate the obliteration 
of the West’s Christian foundations. 


De-Christianization in Progress 
The examples are literally everywhere. In 
2015, as hundreds of thousands of Islamic 
migrants were arriving, Lutheran Church 
of Sweden “Bishop” Eva Brunne, an open 
lesbian, famously called for Christian 
symbols such as crosses to be removed 
from churches to avoid offending the new 
arrivals. She also called for creating prayer 
rooms facing Mecca in churches so that 
Muslims could worship Allah. “Making a 
room available for people of other faiths 
does not mean that we are not defenders 
of our own faith,” Brunne was quoted as 
saying. In Sweden, her comments barely 
caused a stir. Today, Islamic prayers blast 
from loudspeakers at multiple mosques. 
In Belgium, the Provincial Committee 
of the Red Cross in Liége ordered local 
branches and offices of the Red Cross in 
Belgium to remove crosses and crucifixes 
from everything to avoid offending Mus- 
lims. Similar demands are being made 
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across the continent. In Switzerland, an 
immigrant lobby group representing 
mostly second-generation Muslims is 
calling for the cross to be removed from 
the nation’s flag, saying it “no longer cor- 
responds to today’s multicultural Switzer- 
land.” And at churches-turned-migrant- 
centers across Europe, all evidence of 
Christianity is being scrubbed, supposedly 
to ensure that the new Muslim residents 
are not offended. Some 15 years ago, a 
Muslim successfully sued to force public 
schools in Italy to take down crucifixes 
from the classroom. 

By 2017, public celebrations of Christ- 
mas had sparked “controversy” in virtually 
every European country. Across Europe, 
Christmas markets and festivals that have 
been held for generations or even centu- 
ries without issue were being renamed. 
Among them: the Amsterdam Winter Pa- 
rade, Brussels Winter Pleasures, Kreuz- 
berger Wintermarkt, London Winterville, 
and many more. Some Christmas markets 
were canceled altogether after a terrorist 
struck Berlin’s Christmas market, killing 
a dozen and injuring 50 more. In Munich, 
ads for the “Munich Winter Festival” 
featured a snowman wearing an Islamic 
burka. In Madrid, the “ex”-communist 
mayor ordered that traditional Christmas 
festivities be replaced by an “International 
Fair of the Cultures.” 

From Norway to Italy, where children 
even in recent years sang Christmas carols 
and engaged in other traditional celebra- 
tions, Christ is quickly being banned, gen- 
erally under the guise of “diversity” and 
not offending Muslims. Nativity scenes, 
crucifixes, and Christmas parties are no 
more. After a school in Milan renamed its 
traditional Christmas celebrations “The 
Great Festival of Happy Holidays,” one 
local political leader spoke out against 
the “politically correct leftist policy” that 
deprives children of their traditional fes- 
tivities. “The word ‘Christmas,’ a symbol 


Unmaking Christianity step by step: To placate Islamic arrivals, Lutheran Church of Sweden 
“Bishop” Eva Brunne, an open lesbian, called for crosses to be removed from churches and for 
Islamic prayer rooms facing Mecca to be built inside. 


of our faith and our culture, does not dis- 
criminate against anyone,” said politician 
Samuele Piscina. But of course, the ban on 
Christmas celebrations remains in place. 

Others are working to Islamize Christ- 
mas, literally. At the All Saints Church 
in Kingston upon Thames in the United 
Kingdom, for example, a flier announced 
a service “Marking the birthday of Prophet 
Mohammed and looking forward to the 
birthday of Jesus.” The celebration, blast- 
ed as “Chrislam” by critics, included time 
for Islamic prayers. 

In the United Kingdom today, more 
people attend mosques than the Church 
of England, which was Britain’s domi- 
nant religion for centuries. A recent sur- 
vey cited in multiple media reports found 
that 930,000 Muslims attend a place of 
worship at least once a week, while just 
916,000 Anglicans do. Islam is also con- 
sidered the most widely practiced religion 
in the Netherlands. And across Europe, 
Islam is the “fastest-growing religion,” 


In Switzerland, an immigrant lobby group representing 
mostly second-generation Muslims is calling for the 
cross to be removed from the nation’s flag, saying 

it “no longer corresponds to today’s multicultural 


Switzerland.” 
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according to a survey by the Pew Center. 
While estimates on the exact numbers 
across Europe vary widely, old churches 
are being turned into mosques at a dizzy- 
ing rate, just as happened in the Middle 
East. And Mohammed is now the most 
common baby name in cities and coun- 
tries across Western Europe, including the 
Netherlands and the United Kingdom. 

Meanwhile, governments are urging 
people to get used to it. In Sweden, a tax- 
funded TV ad created by a government- 
backed “charity” called “Individuell Man- 
niskohjalp” (Individual Relief) informed 
Swedes that their old country was never 
coming back. Translated to English, the 
slogan for the campaign is #TheNewNa- 
tion. “There is no way back,” the ad begins 
as multicultural faces including women in 
Islamic burkas rotate across the screen. 
“Sweden will never be like it was. Europe 
is changing and Sweden is needed as a 
safe space for people who seek refuge.... 
It’s not only new Swedes that need to in- 
tegrate. Everyone needs to integrate, even 
established Swedes.” A Somali Muslim 
with an Islamic head covering is shown 
as the face of “The New Country.” 

In Germany, an advertisement encour- 
aged German women to cover their heads 
with an Islamic-style outfit as part of “tol- 
erance.” First the ad shows a woman from 
the back dancing to Islamic-style music 
while wearing an Islamic outfit. The words 
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“Turkish women wear the Islamic head 
scarf” appear on the screen. Then when the 
woman turns around, it becomes clear that 
it is a blonde German woman. “Me too,” 
she says about wearing the Islamic head 
covering. “It’s beautiful.” Then she says, 
“Enjoy difference, start tolerance.” Then 
viewers are told that the ad was made in 
cooperation with UNESCO, the UN agency 
in charge of education, culture, and science. 

Muslims themselves have openly boasted 
of their intentions. “We will give them fer- 
tility! We will breed children with them, 
because we will conquer their countries!” 
boasted one imam, Sheikh Muhammad 
Ayed at the Al-Aqsa Mosque in Jerusalem, 
in a video-taped speech calling on Muslims 
to migrate to Europe and “trample them un- 
derfoot.” “Whether you like it or not, you 
Germans, Americans, French, and Italians 
and all those akin to you — take in the refu- 
gees. For soon we will call them in the name 
of the coming caliphate! And we will say to 
you, ‘These are our sons.’” In fact, many 
Muslims see migration to spread their reli- 
gion as an act of religious devotion, with the 
Koran telling them that “whoever emigrates 
for the cause of Allah will find on the earth 
many locations and abundance.” 


Opposition Is Growing Quickly 
Though for decades there has been a top- 
down push for increased immigration and 
open borders by globalists in governments 
and institutions of influence — from what 
has come to be called the Deep State — the 
people have had enough. Even globalists’ 
polls prove that. For instance, in a survey 
commissioned by the globalist-minded 
Royal Institute of International Affairs in 
Britain, the U.S.-based Council on Foreign 
Relations’ sister organization, the over- 
whelming majority of people across the 10 
countries polled said they wanted all im- 
migration from “mainly Muslim” countries 
stopped. Only one in five people disagreed 
with that. And in country after country, that 
sentiment is being expressed at the polls, 
with anti-immigration, anti-establishment 
parties dominating elections across the con- 
tinent, most recently in Italy and Austria. 
In Poland, the people and their elected 
leaders have decided that not even one 
Muslim immigrant will be allowed. Last 
year, responding to the threat of Islamist 
terror, Prime Minister Beata Szydio warned 
Europeans to wake up. “Rise from your 
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knees and from your lethargy or you will 
be crying over your children every day,” 
the leader said. “It needs to be said clearly 
and directly: This [migration scheme] is an 
attack on Europe, on our culture, on our tra- 
ditions.” The entire nation is united in its 
decision not to open Poland’s borders, even 
if it means EU sanctions. Their close allies 
in the fight include three other nations in 
the so-called Visegrad Group: Hungary, the 
Czech Republic, and Slovakia. Increasing- 
ly, other European governments are joining 
the bandwagon. 

And the Poles, rather than cower be- 
fore anti-Christian demands, responded 
by doubling down. In late 2016, the na- 
tion officially recognized Jesus Christ as 
king in a ceremony attended by the Polish 
president, top officials, and religious lead- 
ers. “Immortal King of Ages Lord Jesus 
Christ, our God and Savior! In the Jubi- 
lee Year 1050 anniversary of the Baptism 
of the Polish people, in the Extraordinary 
Jubilee of Mercy, here we Poles bow our 
heads before you, King of the Universe, 
together with the authorities, clergy and 
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Germans Told To Wear Hijab In New UN Ad 
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laity, to acknowledge your reign and do- 
minion over Poland, those living in our 
homeland and throughout the world,” 
Poles declared. “We surrender to Thy 
law, entrust and take you to our homeland 
and the whole nation.... We confess be- 
fore heaven and earth, that your reign we 
need.... Wishing to worship the majesty of 
Thy power and glory, with great faith and 
love, we cry out: Rule us Christ!” 
Another European nation that is deter- 
mined to remain a bastion of Christian civ- 
ilization is Hungary. “Europe is the com- 
munity of Christian, free, and independent 
nations,” declared Hungarian Prime Min- 
ister Viktor Orban in early 2016, one of 
countless public speeches in which he has 
highlighted the centrality of Christianity 
to Europe and its cultures. Indeed, Orban 
has warned of a “treasonous conspiracy” 
of “internationalist fanatics” running the 
European Union. The greatest danger to 
Western Christian civilization, he said, is 
not the Muslims pouring across Europe’s 
southern borders, but rather the radical 
politicians in Brussels, Paris, and Berlin 
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Be tolerant so they don’t have to be: In this UN-sponsored ad campaign that ran in Germany, 
German women were encouraged to wear “beautiful” Islamic headscarves as part of enjoying 


“difference” and practicing “tolerance.” 
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One nation on the defensive: Hungary is securing its borders to resist what Prime Minister 


Viktor Orban calls an Islamic invasion orchestrated by a “treasonous conspiracy” of EU globalists 


to undermine Christianity and nations. 


orchestrating the mass migration and de- 
Christianization of the Western world. 

But Hungary will never surrender, and 
it is not too late for the rest of Europe, 
either, Orban declared in his 2018 “State 
of the Nation” speech before once again 
dominating at the polls. Still, the prime 
minister acknowledged that the situation 
for Western Europe was bleak, saying a 
return to Christianity was the continent’s 
“last hope” if it is going to avoid destruc- 
tion at the hands of globalists. Some 80 
percent of Hungarians “want to preserve 
our Christian culture and our Christian 
traditions,” he said. “I believe that we 
Hungarians have a future if we remain 
Hungarian: if we cultivate the Hungarian 
language, defend our Christian and Hun- 
garian culture, and preserve independence 
and Hungarian freedom.” 

But there will be major challenges 
ahead. Soon, the forces of Islam will 
be swamping Hungary not just from 
the South, but from the West, too. The 
number of Muslim children in European 
schools is soaring as the population of 
native Europeans declines precipitously. 
“Islamic civilization — which has al- 
ways seen its mission as the conversion 
of Europe to what it calls the true faith 
— will knock on Central Europe’s door 
not only from the South, but also from 
the West,” the leader said. “However ab- 
surd it seems, the situation is that now the 
danger is threatening us from the West. 
This danger to us comes from politicians 
in Brussels, Berlin and Paris. They want 
us to adopt their policies: the policies that 
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made them immigrant countries and that 
opened the way for the decline of Chris- 
tian culture and the expansion of Islam.” 
In the years ahead, the immigration ava- 
lanche that swamped Europe may seem 
minor by comparison. NATO reports cited 
by Orban suggest that by 2020, some 60 
million people from Africa and Asia will 
have set off to settle in Europe. By 2050, 
Orban continued, there will be 10 times 
more young Africans than young Euro- 
peans on the planet — and many of those 
young Africans will try to flood into a 
dying Europe. “Tf this mass of several hun- 
dred million young people is allowed to 
travel north, then Europe will soon come 
under horrendous pressure,” he explained. 
“Furthermore, the majority of immigrants 
will arrive from the Islamic world. If every- 
thing continues in this way, then the cities 
of Europe will clearly have majority Mus- 
lim populations — and London will not be 
an outlier, but a pioneer.” In London, na- 
tive Brits are already in the minority, and 
in Frankfurt, Germans are a minority, too. 
“Politicians do not yet talk about this 
openly, but everyone can already see it,” 
he said. “The great old European nations 
in Western Europe have become immigrant 
countries. Day by day their cultural founda- 
tions are being transformed, the population 
raised in a Christian culture is declining, 
and the major cities are undergoing Islam- 
ization. And I have to say that I cannot see 
the political forces with the will and ability 
to stop these processes — let alone, horri- 
bile dictu [horrible to say], reverse them.” 
In response, though, Orban is working to 


AP Images 


forge an alliance of nations devoted to lib- 
erty, Christianity, and the nation-state that 
can resist the globalist onslaught. 


The Challenge 

Trump’s remarks about immigration 
changing Europe’s culture came the same 
day that UN Secretary-General Antonio 
Guterres, a Socialist Party leader and for- 
mer UN refugee boss, praised the grow- 
ing mass migration into the West. “Mi- 
gration is a positive global phenomenon,” 
he claimed. Guterres also praised the UN 
for its “global compact” on migration and 
urged the U.S. government, which with- 
drew from the global body’s mass-mi- 
gration schemes under Trump, to rejoin. 
“Let’s not forget that United States is it- 
self a country of immigration,” Guterres 
claimed, ignoring the fact that Islamic 
immigration and even the massive wave 
of Latin American, Asian, and African mi- 
gration are new phenomena. 

In Europe, as Christianity is marginal- 
ized, Trump’s warning may prove to be 
an understatement. Cataclysm is the likely 
result of the changes taking root. “At any 
time the loss of all unifying stories about 
our past or ideas about what to do with our 
present or future would be a serious conun- 
drum. But during a time of momentous so- 
cietal change and upheaval the results are 
proving fatal,” wrote journalist Douglas 
Murray in his book The Strange Death of 
Europe: Immigration, Identity, Islam. “The 
world is coming into Europe at precisely the 
moment that Europe has lost sight of what 
it is. And while the movement of millions 
of people from other cultures into a strong 
and assertive culture might have worked, 
the movement of millions of people into a 
guilty, jaded and dying culture cannot.” 

Today, European governments and the 
unelected regime in Brussels are deliber- 
ately importing Muslims by the millions at 
taxpayer expense while bombing Muslim 
nations and urging the victims to come to 
Europe. And they are doing it against the 
will of the people they claim to represent. 
Unless something radical changes — and 
soon — Europe’s Christian foundations 
will be totally destroyed. And as Europe’s 
Christian roots are obliterated, the fruit 
that came from those roots — prosperity, 
civilization, human rights, order, liberty, 
morality, science, and more — will cease 
to exist as well. America is clearly next. Hi 
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GLOBAUISTS CREATED 
THE REFUGEE CRISIS 


Westerners are told by elites that there is a refugee crisis, 
and literally millions of refugees need homes. Not only was 
the crisis caused by the elites, it was created with a purpose. 


by Alex Newman 


he establishment promoting mass 

migration into the Western world 

is trying to pull on people’s heart 
strings, even posing as humanitarians. 
In reality, though, they caused the crisis. 
They did it using war and intervention in 
the very nations people are fleeing from. 

The sheer numbers are staggering. Ac- 
cording to the United Nations High Com- 
missioner for Refugees, more than five 
million had reached European shores by 
the end of 2016. Many more have ar- 
rived since then. Meanwhile, more than 
three million refugees have been reset- 
tled in the United States since Congress 
passed the Refugee Act in 1980, part of 
the approximately one million legal im- 
migrants admitted to the United States 
each year. 

The reason for the massive numbers — 
numbers that will soon dwarf the millions 
already arrived if the establishment gets its 
way — is simple. Typically, the millions 
running from the war-ravaged nations of 
the Middle East and North Africa have one 
key story in common: Their nations were 
ruined by wars created or fueled by the 
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globalist establishment often described in 
America today as the “Deep State.” 

Of course, many “refugees” come from 
other nations without ongoing crises and 
are simply ditching their identities and 
claiming to be Syrian to obtain asylum in 
the West — something that became very 
common once certain European govern- 
ments announced that anyone claiming to 
arrive from Syria could become a perma- 
nent resident and enjoy taxpayer-funded 
healthcare, education, housing, food, and 
more. But the overwhelming majority of 
the refugees being resettled in Europe 
by the UN and other outfits come from 
a handful of war-ravaged nations where 
Western military interventions, launched 
for the stated purpose of winning the “war 
against terror,” “protecting civilians,” 
“spreading democracy,” or some other 
pretext, have actually exacerbated the ter- 
rorist threat, the threat to civilians, and the 
threat to liberty. 

From the unlawful EU-Obama-al-Qae- 
da war on Libya purportedly authorized by 
the UN Security Council to the destruc- 
tion of Syria, Iraq, and Afghanistan by 
globalist Western governments and their 
terrorist proxies, the intensifying refugee 


DEEP STATE 


Making people move: Western and Sunni 
Islamic governments, as well as the globalist 
establishment behind them, played a crucial role 
in fomenting the civil war that has destroyed 
Syria, sparking a mass exodus of people. 


crisis has the establishment’s fingerprints 
all over it. In fact, it is hardly a secret, with 
several top U.S. officials even admitting 
publicly that Obama’s “anti-ISIS” coali- 
tion, for example, actually created, armed, 
and funded ISIS. Al-Qaeda, too, received 
a great deal of support from the Obama 
administration in its war on “apostate” 
Libyan dictator Moammar Gadhafi, and 
later, “apostate” Syrian autocrat Bashar 
al-Assad — so much support that many 
senior U.S. military officials and experts 
even concluded that Obama “switched 
sides” in the terror war. 


Exhibit A: Syria 

Consider, as Exhibit A, the terrible con- 
sequences of the globalist machinations 
in Syria. In 2011, an uprising by Western- 
backed jihadists following years of U.S. 
government efforts to topple Bashar al- 
Assad became a full-blown civil war. Ini- 
tially, the globalist press tried to portray 
it as a spontaneous revolution in favor of 
“democracy,” which the U.S. government 
eventually decided to support. But as this 
magazine reported from the start, and as 
the facts confirmed, the “jihad” against the 
Syrian government was orchestrated and 
fueled largely by globalist forces in Wash- 
ington, D.C.; London; Brussels; Paris; and 
other Western capitals. 

According to a 2012 investigation pub- 
lished in the U.K. Guardian, top figures in 
the regime-change coalition spilling blood 
across Syria — most notably the Syrian 
National Council (SNC) — have intimate 
links to the highest ranks of the world 
elite. These links reach into the Council 
on Foreign Relations, the shadowy Bilder- 
berg network, the “vampire squid” mega- 
bank Goldman Sachs, and the infamous 
Rothschild protégé George Soros. On top 
of that, the report said much of the war 
propaganda used to fuel the war and pro- 
mote international military intervention 
was actually slick public-relations gim- 
micks financed by large tax-exempt foun- 
dations and even the very governments 
being asked to intervene against Assad. 
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Into Iraq: Prior to the 1991 Gulf War, Iraq was stable and fairly prosperous until the U.S. 


DEEP STATE 


Most of the Syrians and Iraqis fleeing 
their homeland, of course, were fleeing 
from ISIS and al-Qaeda. And yet, accord- 
ing to Vice President Joe Biden, ISIS was 
the product of Obama’s supposed “anti- 
ISIS” coalition. “What my constant cry 
was that our biggest problem was our al- 
lies.... What were they doing? They were 
so determined to take down Assad and 
have a proxy Sunni-Shia war, what did 
they do? They poured hundreds of mil- 
lions of dollars and tens, thousands, of 
tons of weapons into anyone who would 
fight,” Biden said in a 2014 speech at 
Harvard. “Except that the people who 
were being supplied were al-Nusra and 
al-Qaeda and extremist elements of ji- 
hadis coming from other parts of the 
world.” Those terrorists went on to be- 
come ISIS, Biden admitted after expos- 
ing Obama’s false claims about allegedly 
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“moderate” forces being supported in the 
fight against Assad. “There was no mod- 
erate middle,” he said. 

Military leaders have also alluded to 
the anti-ISIS coalition’s role. When asked 
in Senate testimony whether any “major” 
U.S. allies supported ISIS, for example, 
U.S. Joint Chiefs of Staff Chairman Mar- 
tin Dempsey noted that it is even worse 
than that. “I know major Arab allies who 
fund them,” he responded. Senator Lind- 
sey Graham (R-S.C.), a leading war hawk 
and proponent of the very policies that pro- 
duced the ongoing chaos, was taken aback 
by the response. But what Dempsey said 
was hardly a secret — this magazine and 
other sources had been reporting that for 
over a year — and the notion that Graham 
did not know borders on the ridiculous. 

More recently, a classified 2012 docu- 
ment from the U.S. Defense Intelligence 
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government intervened with sanctions followed by invasion and occupation, sparking a mass 


exodus of people and a genocide of Christians. 
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Agency (DIA) emerged that made clear 
that the globalist-backed “revolution” 
against Assad was actually a “holy war” 
being led by al-Qaeda, the Muslim Broth- 
erhood, and other jihadist terrorists from 
the start. The document, read by then- 
Secretary of State Hillary Clinton and 
other top officials, shows that the Obama 
administration knew very well what was 
going on, but violated U.S. law to support 
the terrorist-led, establishment-orchestrat- 
ed uprising anyway. The DIA document 
also highlights the fact that the West and 
its Sunni Islamic allies were supporting 
those same terrorist forces, and that they 
sought the rise of a fundamentalist Islamic 
state in parts of Syria to destabilize Assad. 

“The West, Gulf countries [the Sunni 
Islamic regimes ruling Saudi Arabia, 
Qatar, United Arab Emirates, etc.], and 
Turkey support the Syrian opposition,” 
the document explains, adding that al- 
Qaeda and other terrorists are the “major 
forces driving the insurgency” against the 
Syrian despot. “There is the possibility 
of establishing a declared or undeclared 
Salafist [fundamentalist Islam] princi- 
pality in Eastern Syria (Hasaka and Der 
Zor), and this is exactly what the sup- 
porting powers to the opposition want, 
in order to isolate the Syrian regime.” 
(Emphasis added.) 

Of course, that Salafist principality 
backed by Obama and his globalist allies 
in London, Paris, and beyond — known as 
ISIS, the “caliphate,” or the Islamic State 
today — was indeed established in East- 
ern Syria, as intended. Trump even called 
Obama a co-founder of ISIS, for good rea- 
son. And it ended up fueling a genocide 
against Christians, as well as the mass 
exodus out of Syria into Europe, Canada, 
the United States, and other Western coun- 
tries. That massive movement of people 
was a direct consequence of the policies 
pursued by the Obama administration and 
its allies. About half of Syria’s 22 million 
people have been displaced, with about 
six million now living outside Syria. 

Other countries destabilized by Western 
interventionism include: 

Iraq: Before the carnage in Syria up- 
rooted almost half of that nation’s popula- 
tion, the George W. Bush administration 
invaded Iraq and toppled Saddam Hus- 
sein’s regime. The result was not the rise 
of freedom and prosperity for the Iraqi 
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The longer we stay, the more they leave: These Afghans, brought to America under Obama’s 


“refugee resettlement” schemes, could have stayed in Afghanistan, except for the U.S. invasion 


and occupation that drenched the nation in blood. 


people but a bloodbath of apocalyptic 
proportions, with Sunni and Shia slaugh- 
tering each other, and globalist-backed Jji- 
hadists working to annihilate the ancient 
Christian communities that had lived there 
some 2,000 years — just as the Bush ad- 
ministration was warned would happen. 
The invasion was based on the claim that 
there were “weapons of mass destruction” 
in Iraq — and of course, at one point, 
there were, with CIA documents proving 
that the Deep State armed Iraqi dictator 
Saddam Hussein with WMDs, knowing 
full well that he was slaughtering his own 
people with them. 

Even before the Iraq War, U.S. sanc- 
tions against Iraq during the Clinton ad- 
ministration contributed to the misery of 
the Iraqis, and top U.S. officials openly 
acknowledged it. During a CBS News in- 
terview, for example, Lesley Stahl of CBS 
told then-Secretary of State Madeleine 
Albright that an estimated half a million 
Iraqi children had died as a result of sanc- 
tions. “That’s more children than died in 
Hiroshima,” Stahl noted. “And, you know, 
is the price worth it?” Albright responded 
with a grotesque answer: “I think this is a 
very hard choice, but the price — we think 
the price is worth it.” 

Obviously, nobody would want to live 
under such horrible conditions. So when 
the West opened its borders to Iraqis 
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who could claim refugee status, it was 
not surprising that many fled from their 
homes. Many, especially Christians, went 
to Syria, only to face more terror and war 
fueled by U.S. government and globalist 
intervention there. 

Libya: Despite being ruled by a brutal 
dictator (who was a U.S. ally in the “war 
against terror”), Libya was prosperous and 
relatively stable before U.S. government- 
backed jihadists went on a rampage in 
early 2011. Many of those “rebel” lead- 
ers, who were openly funded and armed 
by the U.S. government and its allies, 
openly boasted about their membership 
in al-Qaeda and its affiliates such as the 
Libyan Islamic Fighting Group. In fact, 
some bragged to Western media outlets 
that they had fought U.S. troops just a few 
years earlier. 

The Western-backed jihadists were fac- 
ing certain defeat at the hands of Moam- 
mar Gadhafi’s forces, but then the UN, 
NATO, and Obama decided to intervene 
militarily to overthrow the regime. “Ac- 
tions have consequences, and the writ 
of the international community must be 
enforced,” Obama declared on March 
28, 2011. “Today I authorized the armed 
forces of the United States to begin a lim- 
ited military action in Libya in support of 
an international effort to protect Libyan 
civilians. That action has now begun.” 
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Congress was not consulted, with a UN 
resolution purporting to authorize the re- 
gime-change scheme. Before the end of 
the year, Gadhafi had been murdered by 
Western-backed terrorists, and the whole 
nation was in ruins. 

Today, in addition to having open-air 
slave markets, the ruins of Libya serve as 
a key gateway for Africans and Arabs to 
pour across the Mediterranean into Europe. 

Afghanistan: War-ravaged Afghani- 
stan, which has been occupied by the U.S. 
military for nearly two decades now, has 
produced more refugees than any other 
country except Syria. According to the UN 
refugee agency, there are some 2.6 million 
Afghan refugees, with many of those being 
resettled in the West at taxpayer expense. 
Despite the massive cost in lives and trea- 
sure, America is no closer to “victory” in 
that nation today than it was 10 years ago. 
In fact, nobody even knows what victory 
would look like, with Communist China 
making major inroads and the Taliban al- 
most certain to return to power as soon as 
the U.S. government withdraws. 

Yemen: Yet another refugee-producing 
nation is Yemen, where the U.S. govern- 
ment has been frantically intervening on 
various sides for years. Now, the U.S.- 
backed Islamist dictatorship in Saudi Ara- 
bia is practically annihilating the small 
nation, with millions forced to flee their 
homes and some 20 million in desperate 
conditions. Millions are on the verge of 
starvation and death, with three-fourths 
of the population in need of humanitar- 
ian assistance, according to the UN. And 
much of that carnage is directly attribut- 
able to globalist machinations concocted 
in Washington, D.C.; New York; London; 
Paris; Brussels; Berlin; and other Western 
capitals — along with Riyadh. 


Behind the Humanitarian Fagade 

The establishment press has been busy 
trying to build sympathy for mass mi- 
gration by refugees. And many report- 
ers who tell tales of tragedy and war are 
probably genuinely sympathetic to their 
plight, as any normal person with human 
emotions would be. But the establish- 
ment media appear to be counting on 
their audiences having very short memo- 
ries, with very little mention of the role 
played by globalist powers in the West 
in sparking the tragedies. Still, the true 
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Playing heartstrings like a fiddle: The establishment is manipulating people’s emotions by 
pretending that inviting in millions of refugees from its wars and interventions is a “humanitarian” 


gesture instead of a plot to undermine nations. 


source of the refugee crisis has not es- 
caped notice entirely. 

“The reason so many are fleeing places 
such as Syria, Libya, Afghanistan, and Iraq 
is that U.S. and European intervention- 
ist foreign policy has left these countries 
destabilized with no hopes of economic 
recovery,” explained former congressman 
and presidential contender Ron Paul in a 
2015 column. “This mass migration from 
the Middle East and beyond is a direct re- 
sult of the neocon foreign policy of regime 
change, invasion, and pushing ‘democra- 
cy’ at the barrel of a gun.” 

In his column, the longtime cham- 
pion of noninterventionism and liberty 
expressed sympathy for the displaced 
people — particularly the children. But 
noting that very little attention was being 
given to the events that led to the mass 
displacements, Paul urged readers not to 
forget that “this is a man-made crisis and it 
is a government-made crisis.” In addition 
to the Deep State warmongers in Wash- 
ington, D.C., Paul also quite properly 
assigned some of the blame to European 
governments. Especially responsible are 
U.K. and French authorities who enthusi- 
astically supported the war on Libya and, 
later, the “Assad must go” policy. 

“As often happens when there is blow- 
back from bad foreign policy, the same 
people who created the problem think they 
have a right to tell us how to fix it — while 
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never admitting their fault in the first place,” 
Paul continued. As an example, he pointed 
to General David Petraeus, who led the CIA 
when the Obama administration launched 
its unconstitutional “regime change” plot 
against Syria and is now leading the effort 
for the CFR to merge North America, and 
the former general’s suggestion that the 
Obama administration forge a formal al- 
liance with al-Qaeda to fight ISIS. “Here 
is the real solution to the refugee problem: 
stop meddling in the affairs of other coun- 
tries,” Paul concluded. “Embrace the pros- 
perity that comes with a peaceful foreign 
policy, not the poverty that goes with run- 
ning an empire. End the Empire!” 

The globalist empire builders are not 
humanitarians, no matter how they por- 
tray themselves. In fact, some of them 
have admitted their true agenda fairly 
openly. The late UN migration czar Peter 
Sutherland, a former Goldman Sachs 
boss and member of Bilderberg’s steering 
committee, was clear about the objective. 
“T will ask the governments to cooperate, 
to recognize that sovereignty is an illu- 
sion — that sovereignty is an absolute 
illusion that has to be put behind us,” 
he said in an interview for the UN. “The 
days of hiding behind borders and fences 
are long gone.” 

If the globalists were genuine humani- 
tarians and were not trying to submerge 
Western nations in the emerging global em- 
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pire, they would work to have the refugees 
resettled much closer to home, where the 
costs of the humanitarian effort would be 
far less. According to Rob Williams, CEO 
of War Child UK, in a piece published by 
the U.K. Independent, it costs at least 10 
times more to care for a refugee in Europe 
than in a country neighboring Syria. Other 
estimates such as those by the late statisti- 
cian Hans Rosling have suggested the cost 
of bringing refugees into Western Europe 
is 25 times or even 50 times greater than 
leaving them closer to home. 

In the United States, the picture is simi- 
lar. It costs taxpayers more than $250,000 
to resettle a refugee household in Ameri- 
ca, or about $65,000 per person, over five 
years, according to an analysis of govern- 
ment data by the Center for Immigration 
Studies. By contrast, it costs about $1,000 
annually per refugee in countries neigh- 
boring Syria — Turkey, Lebanon, or Jor- 
dan. So if the self-styled “humanitarians” 
really wanted to help refugees, they would 
help 10 to 50 times more simply by keep- 
ing them closer to home, and at the same 
time not contribute to the cultural destabi- 
lization of the West. 

The mushrooming refugee crisis would 
appear to be yet another perfect illustra- 
tion of the establishment’s problem-reac- 
tion-solution scam. In essence, the same 
figures who created a crisis exploit it and 
offer their “solutions” — almost always 
involving more government. Though 
not addressing the refugee crisis, Rahm 
Emanuel, Obama’s former chief of staff, 
was promoting the scam when he said: 
“You never let a serious crisis go to waste, 
and what I mean by that, it’s an opportu- 
nity to do things you think you could not 
do before.” Now the world is watching it 
play out on television. 

According to various analysts and 
political leaders, if the borders are not 
brought under control soon, tens of mil- 
lions more migrants will soon be flood- 
ing into the West. Every effort should be 
made to prevent this mirgration and its 
destructive effects. One key way of doing 
so would be to stop the foreign interven- 
tionism. In the United States, Americans 
must insist that their government never 
again go to war unless it is declared by 
Congress as required by the Constitution, 
and even then only go to war when neces- 
sary to defend their own country. Mf 
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TRUMP’S CRITICISM OF NATO 
DOESN*T GO FAR ENOUGH 


President Trump was critical of the fact that NATO countries aren't paying their fair share 
of its costs, among other issues, and he was roundly criticized in return by globalists. 
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Not in Americans’ interests: President Trump’s remarks at the NATO summit caused a fierce 
backlash. In reality, his criticism did not go far enough. Placing U.S. soldiers under NATO command 
is incompatible with American sovereignty and violates Article |, Section 8 of the U.S. Constitution. 


by C. Mitchell Shaw 


resident Donald Trump’s critical 

remarks about the North Atlantic 

Treaty Organization (NATO) have 
been used by his enemies as an example of 
how out-of-touch he is with the rest of the 
world. Ignored by his critics is the salient 
fact that President Trump’s remarks are all 
true. In fact, rather than going too far, they 
don’t go far enough. 

During the NATO summit in Brussels 
on July 11, President Trump called out Eu- 
ropean leaders for not carrying their fair 
share of the defense budget for NATO, 
saying that nations such as Germany need 
to “step it up” in regard to meeting their 
obligation to spend two percent of their 
GDP on NATO funding. “These countries 
have to step it up — not over a 10 year 
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period, they have to step it up immediate- 
ly,” Trump said, adding, “We’re protect- 
ing Germany, France and everybody.... 
This has been going on for decades. We 
can’t put up with it and it’s inappropriate.” 
Going further, he suggested that the goal 
of two percent — which only five member 
states are meeting — is insufficient, say- 
ing it really should be four percent. 

Much to the chagrin of German Chan- 
cellor Angela Merkel, the president sin- 
gled out Germany as an example. “Ger- 
many is a captive of Russia because it is 
getting so much of its energy from Rus- 
sia,” he said, adding, “Everybody’s talk- 
ing about it all over the world, they’re 
saying we’re paying billions of dollars to 
protect you but you’re paying billions of 
dollars to Russia.” If that weren’t point- 
ed enough, President Trump also told 


Merkel’s Germany, “We’re supposed to 
protect you against Russia and yet you 
make this deal with Russia. Explain that. 
It can’t be explained.” 

Following up with a tweet later that 
day, President Trump wrote, “What good 
is NATO if Germany is paying Russia bil- 
lions of dollars for gas and energy? Why 
are there only 5 out of 29 countries that 
have met their commitment? The U.S. is 
paying for Europe’s protection, then loses 
billions on Trade. Must pay 2% of GDP 
IMMEDIATELY, not by 2025.” 

The backlash was immediate. For- 
mer Secretary of State (and Deep State 
poster boy) John Kerry called the presi- 
dent’s remarks “strange” and “counter- 
productive,” and said “It was disgrace- 
ful, destructive, and flies in the face of 
the actual interests of the United States 
of America” for the president to criticize 
NATO and call out European leaders the 
way he did. He added that the president’s 
criticism showed “woeful ignorance.” 
EU President Donald Tusk said President 
Trump needs to “appreciate your allies” 
who defended America after the terrorist 
attacks of 9/11. Angela Merkel — who 
was on the receiving end of the bulk of 
the president’s sharp remarks — said, “I 
am very glad that we are united today in 
freedom as the Federal Republic of Ger- 
many and that we can therefore also make 
our own independent policies and make 
our own independent decisions.” 

But there is the rub: While President 
Trump’s enemies find it perfectly accept- 
able for Germany to make its “own inde- 
pendent policies” and “own independent 
decisions” — even when it undermines 
NATO — they consider it “counterpro- 
ductive,” “disgraceful,” “destructive,” 
proof of “woeful ignorance,” and evidence 
that President Trump does not “appreci- 
ate [America’s] allies” for him to demand 
Germany and other European members of 
NATO carry their own weight. 
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“The Core of NATO” 

The reality is that President Trump’s re- 
marks are all correct, true, and accurate. But 
that is not the whole story. The real problem 
with NATO is one that President Trump did 
not address — at least not directly. 

That issue is what the New York Times 
correctly called “the core of NATO” — 
Article 5 of the NATO agreement, which 
states: 


The Parties agree that an armed attack 
against one or more of them in Europe 
or North America shall be considered 
an attack against them all and con- 
sequently they agree that, if such an 
armed attack occurs, each of them, in 
exercise of the right of individual or 
collective self-defence recognized by 
Article 51 of the Charter of the United 
Nations, will assist the Party or Parties 
so attacked by taking forthwith, indi- 
vidually and in concert with the other 
Parties, such action as it deems neces- 
sary, including the use of armed force, 
to restore and maintain the security of 
the North Atlantic area. 

Any such armed attack and all 


measures taken as a result thereof 
shall immediately be reported to the 
Security Council. Such measures 
shall be terminated when the Secu- 
rity Council has taken the measures 
necessary to restore and maintain in- 
ternational peace and security. 


NATO was formed in 1949 reputedly to 
protect Europe against encroachment by 
the Soviet Union. NATO originally had 
12 members. Each of those members was 
obligated by the language of Article 5 of 
the treaty to come to the defense of any 
other member in the event of an attack. 
For the United States, this obligation is 
in direct conflict with Article I, Section 8 
of the U.S. Constitution, which states that 
Congress shall have the power “to declare 
war.” Since there is no constitutional pro- 
vision allowing Congress to delegate this 
power to another body, Article 5 of the 
North Atlantic Treaty means that NATO 
membership is unconstitutional. 

To make matters worse, though, the 
original roster of 12 members has grown 
to 29, meaning that the United States is 
now obligated to go to war if any one of 28 
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Changing commands: These remains of U.S. soldiers killed in the Korean War and recently 
returned by North Korea were draped in the UN flag. They may have joined the U.S. military, but the 
military was placed under UN command. 
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nations is attacked. And Congress gets to 
sit back and allow that to happen — even if 
the United States is not attacked, and even 
if the conflict has nothing to do with pro- 
tecting America’s security. Moreover, any 
such war would be fought under NATO, 
which operates as a regional arrangement 
under the authority of the United Nations. 

In an interview on Fox News, President 
Trump was asked by Tucker Carlson about 
the idea of a “Defense Guarantee” in the 
NATO agreement. Carlson asked, “Let’s 
say Montenegro — which joined [NATO] 
last year — is attacked. Why should my 
son go to Montenegro to defend it from 
attack?” President Trump said, “I under- 
stand what you’re saying; I’ve asked the 
same question.” He went on to say of the 
people of Montenegro, “They may get ag- 
gressive, and — congratulations — you’re 
in World War III.” 

After the liberal mainstream media went 
ballistic, Carlson noted in a subsequent 
broadcast, “The argument apparently is 
that because Montenegro has about 20 
non-combatants in Afghanistan right now 
[acting as members of the NATO training 
mission there] ... the U.S. has an eternal 
obligation to spend American money and 
lives defending Montenegro’s borders.” 
Carlson accurately described that argu- 
ment as “idiotic.” 

But it is more than “idiotic.” It is a 
shrewd, calculated play on the part of the 
Deep State and its internationalist co-con- 
spirators to expend American resources 
and lives to build a New World Order in 
which there are no independent nations. 
Using the framework of the United Na- 
tions and its NATO affiliate, Deep State 
operatives created a situation where the 
United States is required to ignore its own 
Constitution and dig its own grave — all 
while paying its own funeral expenses. 

In the 1950s, American soldiers in the 
Korean War openly fought under United 
Nations command, which is why Ameri- 
can remains returned from that conflict 
in July were draped in the UN flag. The 
UN connection is more obscure regarding 
U.S. soldiers now serving under NATO 
command, but it is there nonetheless. 

Considering the backlash caused by the 
president’s reasonable remarks, one can 
only imagine if he had called for what ad- 
herence to the Constitution would actually 
require: U.S. withdrawal from NATO. 
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DEEP STATE 


“Free trade” sounds great to most business people, but free trade treaties are about 
giving up a country’s powers and people’s rights to unaccountable international entities. 


by Charles Scaliger 


bate over approval of joining the World 
Trade Organization (WTO), Republi- 
can congressman Newt Gingrich said: 


[: June 1994, during congressional de- 


We need to be honest about the fact 
that we are transferring from the 
United States at a practical level sig- 
nificant authority to a new organiza- 
tion. This is a transformational mo- 
ment. I would feel better if the people 
who favor this would just be honest 
about the scale of change. 

Twenty years from now we will 
look back on this as a very important 
defining moment. This is not just 
another trade agreement.... I am not 
even saying we should reject it; I, in 
fact, lean toward it. 


“Free trade,” so styled, is an issue that the 
establishment figures of both major par- 
ties seem to agree on. NAFTA was rati- 
fied by a GOP-controlled Congress, after 
being signed by Democratic President 
Bill Clinton. 

To understand the debate over free 
trade, it’s important to recognize what 
early free market economists meant by 
the term. The literature of early econom- 
ics, from Ricardo and Smith to Say and 
Bastiat, is replete with recommendations 
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for free trade, by which they meant the 
abolition of tariffs and border controls, 
and their replacement with essentially 
open borders and an unimpeded flow of 
goods and services across them. Protec- 
tionist policies, Bastiat argued in one fa- 
mous essay, were comparable to candle- 
makers urging people to living inside and 
closing all doors and windows to protect 
them from unfair competition — the rays 
of the sun. Tariffs and other impediments 
to free trade, Bastiat contended, are re- 
ally government interference in the free 
market, and harm no one but consumers, 
whom protectionism forces to pay higher 
prices for domestically produced products 
that foreign competitors may well be able 
to produce more cheaply. 

In economic terms, this is true — in 
the same way that any type of tax or gov- 
ernment interference in the marketplace, 
viewed from a strictly economic perspec- 
tive, is a hindrance to the free market. 

But as long as government exists in 
some form, it will need revenue to sus- 
tain it. A government with no way of 
raising revenue is ineffectual. Likewise, 
a country wishing to remain free and in- 
dependent cannot afford to become dan- 
gerously dependent on foreign suppliers, 
particularly potentially hostile powers, 
for essential commodities from oil to 
steel. As long as sovereign countries 
exist, both governments and borders will 


be necessary. And that means that there 
can never be any such thing as truly free 
trade or a perfect free market liberated 
from all government authority. 

The problem then becomes, given that 
governments and borders must exist, how 
can they be maintained with as little incon- 
venience to personal liberty as possible? 
The American Founders had a simple 
and ingenious answer: tariffs. Taxes on 
imported goods, they believed, would 
both suffice to fund the basic, legitimate 
functions of government (except in ex- 
traordinary circumstances, such as war) 
and be guarantors of sovereignty. They 
saw tariffs as the least intrusive form of 
taxation, since they would fall primarily 
on imported luxury items and would there- 
fore be paid mostly by the rich. They also 
saw tariffs as a way of allowing the in- 
fant United States to get its own industries 
off the ground, so as not to be dependent 
on (and beholden to) the collectivist old 
world. (See page 40.) 

The federal government was funded al- 
most entirely by tariffs until well into the 
20th century, except during a few times 
of crisis such as the Civil War. But in 
the early 20th century, the notion began 
spreading that the federal government 
should no longer be limited by the narrow 
list of powers defined by the Constitution. 
Landmark legislation such as FDR’s New 
Deal greatly expanded the size and cost 
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An insightful article published by Wiley Rein LLP, 
one of the largest law firms in Washington, D.C., 
documented in detail the manner in which WTO 
officials have resorted to “judicial activism.” 


of the federal government. Not coinciden- 
tally, the federal government began impos- 
ing a wide range of intrusive new taxes, 
such as a permanent graduated income tax, 
capital gains taxes, corporate taxes, Social 
Security (FICA) taxes, and so forth. 

During that same time, it became fash- 
ionable to deride tariffs as old-fashioned 
and retrogressive. The Smoot-Hawley Tar- 
iff Act was blamed by many for the Great 
Depression, and “free trade” (i.¢e., a world 
without tariffs, with open borders) was 
touted as the wave of the future. Yet the 
wave of the future, up to the present day, 
has turned out to be the concentration of 
economic and political power in the name 
of free trade. 

Soon after the end of World War II, two 
events took place that were to drive the 
modern “free trade” movement: the sign- 
ing of the General Agreement on Tariffs 
and Trade (GATT) in 1947 and the cre- 
ation of the European Coal and Steel Com- 
munity in 1951. 

GATT, the first global free trade 
agreement, was originally signed by 23 
nations, including the United States, at 
Geneva, and took effect the following 
year. At the same time that GATT was 
being drawn up, the United States was 
leading a movement to establish an In- 
ternational Trade Organization (ITO). 
The ITO was part of a set of proposals 
set forth by British economist John May- 
nard Keynes at the Bretton Woods Con- 
ference in 1944, whose purpose was to 
create a postwar international financial 
and economic order. Those proposals in- 
cluded a global currency (the bancor), an 
International Monetary Fund (IMF), and 
a World Bank, as well as the ITO. While 
the Bretton Woods participants set up the 
IMF and the World Bank, they rejected 
the bancor. Undeterred, Keynes insisted 
that the yet-to-be-negotiated ITO include 
provisions for an International Clearing 
Union (to regulate currency exchange) 
— and the issuance of bancors. 
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The contours for the ITO were eventu- 
ally agreed upon, and the Havana Char- 
ter of 1948 was signed to bring the new 
organization into effect, complete with 
transnational authority over trade and the 
power to issue bancors. The United States 
and 55 other countries signed the charter, 
but the ITO failed after the U.S. Congress 
refused to ratify the agreement. 

The world was left with GATT instead. 
For nearly 50 years, GATT remained a 
loose framework for the real goal, a global 
trade authority in the image of the failed 
ITO. Over the decades, GATT was rene- 
gotiated and strengthened via a series of 
“rounds” or multilateral negotiations, the 
last of which, the Uruguay Round, finally 
produced the long-hoped-for outcome, 
a global trade ministry whose author- 
ity would supersede that of all member 
countries, including the United States: the 
World Trade Organization (WTO). 

The WTO came into force on January 1, 
1995. The previous year, 124 nations, in- 
cluding the United States, signed the Mar- 
rakesh Agreement that created the WTO 


and gave it broad international authority to 
regulate trade and resolve disputes among 
member countries. It was ratified by the 
U.S. Congress with broad bipartisan sup- 
port. Leaders of both parties portrayed the 
agreement as the realization of global free 
trade, an organization that would finally 
break down those pesky trade barriers, 
including tariffs, and lead the world into 
unexampled free trade-driven prosperity. 

In truth, the international globalist es- 
tablishment, which had been patiently 
working toward the WTO for more than 
50 years, had created a global trade min- 
istry with all of the powers originally 
envisaged by Keynes and his confreres, 
save one: The WTO does not issue a 
global currency. The dream of the bancor 
has yet to be realized, but very much re- 
mains part of the plan. 

Meanwhile, the WTO has morphed into 
perhaps the most powerful international 
organization within the group of UN-af- 
filiated globalist institutions. Only a hand- 
ful of countries — mostly European and 
Pacific island microstates, as well as some 
North African and Middle Eastern coun- 
tries — remain outside the WTO, and most 
of those are accorded “observer” status as 
a prelude to their eventual membership. 
There are currently 164 members of the 
WTO, with Afghanistan the most recent 
to join. In the 23 years since its creation, 
the WTO has logged an impressive record 
of binding rulings over member states — 
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Trading away sovereignty: The World Trade Organization, headquartered in Geneva, Switzerland, 
is the de facto global trade ministry of the UN-centered nascent world government. It commonly 
rules against the United States, requiring changes in domestic law at the state and federal levels. 
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including, dismayingly, the United 
States, which has been compelled 
by the WTO more than once to 
change its laws to comply with 
global regulations. 

An insightful article published 
by Wiley Rein LLP, one of the 
largest law firms in Washington, 
D.C., documented in detail the 
manner in which WTO officials 
have resorted to “judicial activ- 
ism,” issuing rulings against the 
United States in various anti- 
dumping disputes (disputes con- 
cerning “dumping,” or pricing 
products significantly below what 
is deemed fair market value, to 
gain trade advantages), without re- 
gard to the body of treaty law that 
the WTO alleges to uphold. Write 
the authors, in part: 


These and other examples of ju- 
dicial activism strike at the heart 
of national sovereignty by de- 
priving WTO members of their right 
to participate in and consent to policy 
decisions that impact their rights and 
obligations. And the WTO’s deci- 
sions go far beyond just anti-dumping 
investigations and have struck down 
U.S. laws and regulations regarding 
the formulation of gasoline, sections 
of the Internal Revenue Code, certain 
environmental protections, and much 
more. Instead of policy decisions 
being made by elected representa- 
tives, they are being made by unelect- 
ed WTO officials who are appointed 
behind a closed door process and who 
are lacking in accountability to mem- 
ber states. This undermines the nego- 
tiating objectives of the WTO. Indeed, 
the WTO is losing its function as a 
forum where member states negotiate 
their trade-related rights and commit- 
ments. Rather, the WTO is increas- 
ingly becoming a dispute resolution 
forum where activist members of an 
international institution are creating 
new, non-negotiated, obligations for 
member states. 


The key to understanding the true nature 
and purpose of the WTO and other “free 
trade” organizations is the fact that the 
WTO is not a “free market” organization, 
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Father of Europe: Jean Monnet, a French economist and 
political theorist, first drew up plans for the European Coal and 
Steel Community and its successor, the European Economic 

Community, both predecessors to the European Union. 


nor has it ever claimed to be. The WTO 
is a mechanism for managing trade and 
opening borders, not promoting free mar- 
ket capitalism. Its transparent objective 
being global trade management, the WTO 
is in fact an instrument of global govern- 
ment supporting the socialist goal of cen- 
tralized state economic planning. Modern 
“free trade” always comes with a price: the 
sacrifice of national sovereignty to inter- 
national regulatory authority. 

The other major development in the 
area of “free trade” occurred when six 
European countries, led by France, West 
Germany, and Italy, set up the aforemen- 
tioned European Coal and Steel Commu- 
nity (ECSC), eliminating barriers on the 
trade of coal and steel. Although concerns 
were voiced at the time over concessions 
of sovereignty that membership in ECSC 
entailed, the organization launched suc- 
cessfully. Mostly overlooked were the 
writings and speeches of Jean Monnet, 
the originator of ECSC and its first presi- 
dent. A French economist and diplomat 
who never held elected office, Monnet 
dedicated his life to the dream of a single 
Europe, unified under a continent-wide 
government where national boundaries 
and the disputes they created would be a 
thing of the past. Monnet laid out a plan 
whereby the nations of Europe would 


first be coaxed into an economic 
union, which would then gradually 
be transformed into full political 
union. The ECSC was the first step 
in this process. 

In 1955, Monnet founded the 
Action Committee for the United 
States of Europe, which only two 
years later established the Euro- 
pean Economic Community (EEC, 
or “Common Market”) with the 
signing of the Treaty of Rome. The 
EEC was a more comprehensive re- 
gional “free trade” agreement that 
dissolved trade barriers for a wide 
range of products among member 
countries. During the ’60s and ’70s, 
the organization added more Euro- 
pean countries. In 1967, it tellingly 
changed its name to the European 
Community, and began overtly 
morphing into a regional govern- 
ment. The creation of the European 
Council and the European Parlia- 
ment, in 1974 and 1979, respec- 
tively, lent impetus to the project. 

In 1994, the Maastricht Treaty created 
the European Union (EU), a true conti- 
nent-wide political union that now boasts 
its own currency, the euro, and an ever-ex- 
panding menu of powers relinquished by 
member states. The creation of the EU was 
the culmination of a decades-long gradual- 
ist strategy recommended by Monnet, who 
is now nicknamed “the father of Europe.” 

In Europe, the banner of “free trade” 
has been the pretext for setting up a 
full-fledged regional government. Vari- 
ous other such unions exist around the 
world, such as the African Union and the 
Andean Community, all of which began 
life as trade and customs unions like the 
EEC. The North American Free Trade 
Agreement, which has been in existence 
since 1994, is the North American ver- 
sion. Following Monnet’s European play- 
book, internationalists on this continent 
urged the creation of a “free trade” area 
encompassing the United States, Canada, 
and Mexico. As with the WTO, NAFTA 
found broad bipartisan support in Wash- 
ington. Many prominent Democrats 
and Republicans scoffed at claims that 
NAFTA would encroach on U.S. sover- 
eignty, or that the trade agreement was 
intended as a precursor to regional gov- 
ernment a la the European Union. 
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The EU, as we have seen, came about 
as a three-part plan: the establishment of 
a free trade area (the ECSC and Com- 
mon Market), followed by the creation 
of a loosely knit political and economic 
“community” (the EC), and finally, the 
forging of a true political union. Not sur- 
prisingly, internationalists on our conti- 
nent are following the same script. The 
free trade area (NAFTA) having already 
been established, the current goal is a 
North American Community entailing 
deeper “integration” in a whole range of 
political as well as economic areas. In 
2005, the Council on Foreign Relations, 
together with sister organizations in Can- 
ada and Mexico, the Canadian Council of 
Chief Executives and the Mexican Coun- 
cil on Foreign Relations, created the In- 
dependent Task Force on North America 
designed to study the implementation of a 
North American Community. The result- 
ing policy paper, the 70-page Building 
a North American Community, contains 
numerous recommendations for further 
political and economic integration above 
and beyond NAFTA, including: 

¢ “Establish a common security pe- 
rimeter.” 

* “Develop a North American border 
pass.” 


¢ “Lay the groundwork for the freer 
flow of people within North America.” 

¢ “Establish a North American invest- 
ment fund for infrastructure and human 
capital.” 

« “Enhance the capacity of the North 
American Development Bank.” 

¢ “Expand trinational collaboration on 
conservation and innovation.” 

¢ “Adopt a common external tariff.” 

¢ “Establish a permanent tribunal for 
North American dispute resolution.” 

¢ “Open skies and open roads.” 

¢ “Integrating protection of food, health, 
and the environment.” 

¢ “Make a North American standard the 
default approach to new regulation.” 


Taken individually, most of these objec- 
tives might seem innocuous. But in the 
aggregate, the intent is crystal-clear: 
a new North American Community in 
which integration of every facet of gov- 
ernance is on the table. A “North Ameri- 
can pass” is an obvious intended precur- 
sor to a North American passport and, 
ultimately, continental citizenship. With 
enough “enhanced capacity,” the North 
American Development Bank could be- 
come a platform for an eventual regional 
central bank such as the European Cen- 


From trade bloc to regional government: The European Parliament is one of the organs of 
the modern European Union that has largely nullified the sovereignty of the nations of Europe. 
Although discerning individuals warned decades ago of the true intentions of the founders of 
Europe’s Common Market, their warnings were scoffed at. 
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tral Bank. “Open skies,” “open roads,” 
and “freer flow of people” are all merely 
catchphrases for “open borders.” And the 
“North American default standard” for 
regulation is another way of encourag- 
ing the notion that supranational North 
American authority should come to trump 
that of national governments. 

As for the longer-term third phase, a 
North American Union, most members 
of the North American internationalist es- 
tablishment have maintained disciplined 
silence, but there have been exceptions, 
such as the late Robert Pastor, unabashed 
proponent of full union (and one of the 
vice chairs of the Independent Task Force 
on North America), and Vicente Fox, for- 
mer president of Mexico, who has openly 
advocated union with the United States 
for years. 

From the globalist perspective, the virtue 
of such regional trade blocs-turned regional 
government, such as the EU, is that they 
greatly simplify the task of global political 
union. In effect, Monnet’s grand scheme of 
gradualist economic mergers transformed 
into international political union is being 
implemented worldwide, and “trade blocs” 
such as NAFTA are the first phase. 

None of this has come about haphazard- 
ly. As we have seen, the WTO is the out- 
come of more than five decades of patient 
planning and negotiation on the part of 
international elites who intend to create a 
world government as soon as political and 
economic conditions permit it. The United 
Nations provides the overall framework, 
and subsidiaries such as the WTO are 
slated to become global ministries. Simi- 
larly, regional “free trade” areas are being 
systematically created and then re-tooled 
into regional governance bodies, with the 
European Union the textbook example. 
NAFTA is currently being expanded into 
a North American Community, with full 
union the seldom-spoken but unmistak- 
able final goal. 

Because all of these organizations are 
designed to destroy American indepen- 
dence and create socialist regional and 
global government, America must get out 
of all such organizations. President Trump 
is considering withdrawing from NAFTA. 
Such a step, along with withdrawal from 
the WTO, would be a tremendous and 
long-overdue move toward restoring our 
precious sovereignty. ll 
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UN “ENVIRONMENTAL” SCHEMES 
ADVANCE WORLD GOVERNMENT 


The United Nations, one of the leading institutions globalists plan to use to foist global 
government on the world, is using supposed threats to nature to obtain power. 
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Listen to their admissions: Then-UN Secretary-General Ban Ki-moon (left), who touted the 


UN as the “Parliament of Humanity,” referred to the UN Agenda 2030 plan for humanity as the 


world’s “Declaration of Interdependence.” 


by Alex Newman 


emissions” of everything you do — 
literally everything — are tracked, 
monitored, and controlled by a global au- 
thority. Each nation has been allocated a 
“carbon budget” by this global authority 
based on its historical emissions. America, 
which industrialized early on, has a tiny 
budget, while India, where most people 
still live in appalling conditions, would 
have a somewhat larger one. National 
governments, which serve as administra- 
tive units for global and regional authori- 
ties, have divided up their carbon budgets 
among their populations. No more than 
one child per family is allowed, a policy 
pioneered by the Communist Chinese 
dictatorship, which top United Nations 
climate bureaucrats often tout as a model 
of climate sense and sustainability. If you 
exceed your carbon budget, watch out. 
Sound far-fetched? It isn’t. In fact, in its 
“Fifth Assessment Report,” or ARS, the 
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UN Intergovernmental Panel on Climate 
Change calculated a “carbon budget” for 
humanity that it claims must be adhered 
to if humanity is going to have a “50 per- 
cent” chance of keeping alleged man-made 
warming below 2 degrees Celsius. “Limit- 
ing the warming caused by anthropogenic 
CO, emissions alone with a probability of 
>33 per cent, >50 per cent, and >66 per 
cent to less than 2°C since the period 1861— 
1880, will require cumulative CO, emis- 
sions from all anthropogenic [man-made] 
sources to stay between 0 and about 1560 
GtC [gigatons of carbon], 0 and about 1210 
GtC, and 0 and about 1000 GtC since that 
period respectively,” the summary claims. 
“An amount of 531 [446 to 616] GtC, was 
already emitted by 2011.” 

In response, the European Union and na- 
tional governments started plotting how to 
divvy that budget up. “Justice demands that, 
with what little carbon we can still safely 
burn, developing countries are allowed to 
grow,” declared Indian Prime Minister Na- 
rendra Modi the day before the UN climate 


summit in Paris got under way. In Europe, 
national and EU policymakers also hopped 
on the bandwagon. “The publication of a 
carbon budget by the IPCC increases the 
urgency and importance of the UN proc- 
ess and of future COP [UN Conference of 
the Parties] meetings,” Conservative Party 
Parliamentarian Tim Yeo declared. “Work 
should start at once on the establishment of 
a fair apportionment of emissions country 
by country, based on the principle of con- 
traction and convergence. Greater efforts 
must be made to develop a worldwide emis- 
sions trading system since cap and trade is 
the one policy tool whose successful de- 
ployment could guarantee that the IPCC 
carbon budget is met.” 

A crucial component of the “New World 
Order” sought by globalists, as well as a 
key justification for it all, is the global en- 
vironment and the climate. The argument 
is essentially that the climate and the en- 
vironment do not respect borders, so gov- 
ernance must be globalized too. When it 
comes to imposing “global governance” 
on humanity, the UN and the establishment 
behind it have three primary agreements 
and mechanisms to underpin it all: Agenda 
2030, Agenda 21, and the Paris Agreement 
on climate change. All three are interrelated 
under the banner of “sustainable develop- 
ment,” but each has its own unique role to 
play. Taken together, though, it is clear that 
concerns about the “global environment” 
represent one of the pillars upon which the 
edifice of “global governance” is being 
built. And unfortunately for Americans, the 
trio of global schemes is s¢i// being imple- 
mented domestically. 


Agenda 2030 

The UN Agenda 2030, often dubbed the 
Sustainable Development Goals (SDGs) or 
the Post-2015 Agenda, is one of the inter- 
national agreements being used to impose 
a global government on humanity. Adopted 
in September of 2015, the deal, formally en- 
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Imagine a future in which the “carbon emissions” of 
everything you do — literally everything — are tracked, 
monitored, and controlled by a global authority. 


titled “Transforming Our World: the 2030 
Agenda for Sustainable Development,” 
calls for radical, centrally directed changes 
in the lives of every person on the planet. 
There are 17 “Goals” in all, with 169 “tar- 
gets,” that, taken together, would replace 
liberty, self-government, free markets, and 
nationhood with totalitarian technocratic 
tule at the global level. Reading the docu- 
ment, that much becomes clear. 
Mass-murdering communist and Islamist 
dictators expressed fervent approval of the 
plan. Indeed, the regime controlling main- 
land China, which has murdered more of its 
own citizens than any other government in 
history, boasted publicly of its “crucial role” 
in developing Agenda 2030. Former NATO 
chief Javier Solana, a socialist, touted the 
plan as the next “Great Leap Forward.” 
Then-UN Secretary-General Ban Ki- 
moon also made clear the significance, call- 
ing the agreement the global “Declaration 
of Interdependence,” even as he was busy 
touting the UN as the “Parliament of Hu- 
manity.” (Emphasis added.) Speaking at the 
opening ceremony of the UN confab that 
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Planet-wide mind meld: Government indoctrination of all children into the UN ideology of 


adopted the scheme, Ban called Agenda 
2030 a “universal, integrated and transfor- 
mative vision for a better world.” “We need 
action from everyone, everywhere,” he 
continued. “We must use the goals to trans- 
form the world.... Institutions will have to 
become fit for a grand new purpose.” 

The text of the agreement makes clear 
the nature of the scheme. “This Agenda is 
a plan of action for people, planet and pros- 
perity,” reads the preamble. “All countries 
and all stakeholders, acting in collaborative 
partnership, will implement this plan.” The 
preamble also claims the UN goals will 
“free the human race from the tyranny of 
poverty,” though nearly 80 years of UN 
anti-poverty efforts have done little to re- 
duce poverty. The scheme also claims it 
will “heal” the planet, or “Mother Earth” 
as the UN agreement refers to it. Not-so- 
subtly purporting to usurp the role of God, 
the UN even claimed that the “future of hu- 
manity and of our planet lies in our hands.” 
“This is an Agenda of unprecedented scope 
and significance,” boasts the document. 
“Never before have world leaders pledged 
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“sustainable development” is a crucial component of the globalist plan for humanity, as UN 


agreements make clear. 
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common action and endeavor across such a 
broad and universal policy agenda.” 

The specifics are even more troubling. 
In fact, as this magazine documented ex- 
tensively in a January 2016 special report, 
Agenda 2030 is essentially a road map to 
global totalitarian rule over humanity. For 
instance, in Goal 4, Agenda 2030 demands 
the indoctrination of all children world- 
wide, with kids described in the agreement 
as “critical agents of change” who will rely 
on the Sustainable Development Goals to 
“channel their infinite capacities for activ- 
ism into the creation of a better world.” 
Indeed, children worldwide must be so 
thoroughly indoctrinated that they will not 
just submit to the UN ideology known as 
“sustainable development,” but actually 
go out and “promote” it. “By 2030, ensure 
that all learners acquire the knowledge and 
skills needed to promote sustainable devel- 
opment, including, among others, through 
education for sustainable development and 
sustainable lifestyles,” Goal 4 explains, 
adding that children must also be indoc- 
trinated into “global citizenship” and the 
UN’s perverse view of “human rights” that 
is totally at odds with the God-given rights 
recognized by America’s Founders. 

The UN Agenda 2030 mandates nation- 
al and international wealth redistribution, 
too. Goal 10 commits to “reduce inequal- 
ity within and among countries.” (Emph- 
sis added.) That, the agreement continues, 
will “only be possible if wealth is shared 
and income inequality is addressed.” Also 
part of the plan is to “ensure that all men 
and women, in particular the poor and the 
vulnerable, have equal rights to economic 
resources,” Agenda 2030 continues. This 
is, of course, the language used by commu- 
nists and socialists for more than a century, 
and now it is enshrined into what globalists 
dub “international law.” But even wealth 
redistribution is just the socialist start; the 
governments agreed to take control over 
the means of production: “We commit to 
making fundamental changes in the way 
that our societies produce and consume 
goods and services.” Government-con- 
trolled “universal health coverage” and 
“vaccines for all” are also mandated. 


Feds Still Implementing Agenda 2030 

While many conservatives believed the 
election of Donald Trump meant the ex- 
cesses of the Obama years were over, vast 
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swaths of the federal bureaucracy are still 
implementing Agenda 2030 and the rest 
of the UN’s globalist agenda. In 2011 and 
again in 2016, the Obama administration’s 
Environmental Protection Agency (EPA) 
quietly signed a deal with the United Na- 
tions Environment Programme (UNEP), 
vowing to cooperate on everything from 
climate-change “education” to impos- 
ing UN Agenda 2030. The EPA-UNEP 
agreement, which went almost entirely un- 
noticed until now, bypassed normal con- 
stitutional and legislative procedures and 
facilitates what one leading critic described 
as the “globalization” of the U.S. govern- 
ment. And so even while President Donald 
Trump has announced that America would 
withdraw from the UN Paris Agreement on 
“global warming” and other UN schemes, 
federal bureaucrats are still dutifully work- 
ing to implement them all. 

The so-called Memorandum of Under- 
standing (MOU), which was sent to THE 
NEw AMERICAN magazine by a high-level 
source within the environmental move- 
ment, claims that the “UNEP and the EPA 
share common goals and objectives” and 
that the EPA and the UN will “consolidate, 
further develop and intensify” the “coop- 
eration” and “effectiveness” of the two in 
achieving “their common goals and objec- 
tives.” Under the plan, the EPA purports to 
have the power to cooperate with other gov- 
ernments and international organizations 
“to protect the environment globally.” And 
among the goals outlined in the document, 
the joint EPA-UNEP scheme provides the 
“framework” via which the UN and the 
EPA can cooperate in the “implementation 
of the 2030 Agenda for Sustainable Devel- 
opment, including the Sustainable Devel- 
opment Goals, and through which they may 
intensify such cooperation.” 

Under the agreement, the EPA and the 
UNEP agree to cooperate on a broad range 
of initiatives. Among the areas where the 
two vow to work together with govern- 
ments around the world is the implemen- 
tation of UN environmental agreements, 
including the changing and enforcing of 
laws and regulations to meet UN demands. 
The scheme also calls for working togeth- 
er on “education,” including on “climate 
change.” No doubt the signatories intend- 
ed to promote the discredited UN-backed 
hypothesis that human emissions of CO), 
which account for a fraction of one percent 
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Ordered by me, myself, and I: After Bush, Sr. signed UN Agenda 21, then-President Bill 


Clinton (shown) signed an “executive order” creating the President’s Council on Sustainable 
Development and ordering all federal agencies to impose the scheme on America. 


of all the “greenhouse” gases in the atmo- 
sphere, were driving catastrophic global 
warming. Indeed, among the actions to be 
taken in the MOU is “responding to climate 
change” by cooperating on reducing energy 
use and emissions of CO;, an essential gas 
exhaled by humans that is known to many 
scientists as the “gas of life.” 

The agreement purports to commit the 
EPA and the U.S. taxpayers who fund it 
to help the UNEP and other governments 
in “Transitioning to a Green Economy.” 
That specific clause calls on the EPA and 
the UN to promote UN programs such as 
the “10-Year Framework of Programs,” a 
Marxist-style global scheme that aims to 
use government to make production and 
consumption “sustainable” as mandated 
under Agenda 2030. Obviously, the only 
way to do that is through government 
control of consumption and production, 
the very essence of communism. The en- 
tire “sustainable development” agenda is 
totalitarian to the core, calling for govern- 
ment control over every aspect of human 
life — even your mind. A 2014 report on 
the “Green Economy” by the UN claims 
everyone must “alter their worldview, 
profoundly and dramatically.” A separate 
UN report entitled “Working Towards a 
Balanced and Inclusive Green Economy: 
A United Nations System-wide Perspec- 
tive” went even further: “Transitioning to 
a green economy requires a fundamental 
shift in the way we think and act.” 

It was not immediately clear how the 
EPA under the Trump administration was 
dealing with the MOU. But according to the 


terms of the scheme and an official at the 
agency who e-mailed THE NEw AMERICAN, 
it will remain in force for five years from 
the date it was signed, with the option to 
extend it at any point prior to its expiration. 
The EPA acknowledged receipt of questions 
from THE NEW AMERICAN, including a ques- 
tion on whether the scheme was still in force 
under Trump, but the agency did not offer 
much in the way of answers, only saying 
that it was still active while referring ques- 
tions on substance to other bureaucracies. 
Property-rights watchdog Tom De- 
Weese, president of the liberty-minded 
American Policy Center, told THE NEw 
AMERICAN that the UN-EPA agreement 
is a threat to America. “This MOU is part 
of the globalization of our own govern- 
ment,” said DeWeese, author of the new 
book Sustainable: The WAR on Free En- 
terprise, Private Property and Individuals. 
“It clearly demonstrates the hidden inner 
workings of our government agencies with 
United Nations agencies and why it is so 
dangerous. The EPA is part of a United 
Nations Environment Programme (UNEP) 
permanent council of government agen- 
cies that meet behind closed doors, cre- 
ating policy and agreements that are not 
presented to or approved by our elected 
Congress. This is the standard operating 
procedure used by the UN and its globalist 
agents to avoid our Constitution. For them 
our founding document is just a trouble- 
some nuisance. Even as President Trump 
walks away from the Paris Climate Ac- 
cord, with this MOU in place the EPA has 
still agreed to its basic implementation.” 
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Agenda 21 
Before Agenda 2030, there was UN Agen- 
da 21, the global body’s first publicly re- 
leased global plan to totally reorganize and 
regiment every aspect of human life under 
a planetary regime. And naturally, as with 
Agenda 2030, the U.S. federal govern- 
ment has played a key role in imposing it 
on America and the world. Literally every- 
thing — from education, labor, and health- 
care to oceans, agriculture, and the envi- 
ronment — falls under the purview of the 
UN scheme. And in their own documents, 
the globalists behind Agenda 21 were re- 
markably transparent about the scope of 
the plan. Jn AGENDA 21: The Earth Sum- 
mit Strategy to Save Our Planet, one of the 
public versions of the plan designed for a 
broad audience after the UN’s 1992 Earth 
Summit in Rio de Janeiro, the globalists 
laid it all out. “AGENDA 21 proposes an 
array of actions which are intended to be 
implemented by every person on Earth,” 
the document reads, calling for “specific 
changes in the activities of all people.” 
“Effective execution of AGENDA 21 
will require a profound reorientation of all 
human society, unlike anything the world 
has ever experienced — a major shift in 
the priorities of both governments and in- 
dividuals and an unprecedented redeploy- 
ment of human and financial resources,” 
continues the document. “This shift will 
demand that a concern for the environ- 
mental consequences of every human ac- 
tion be integrated into individual and col- 
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What would suggest freedom 

was part of this equation? Barack 
Obama, along with the dictatorship 
controlling Communist China, played 
a key role in creating UN Agenda 
2030 and the UN Paris Agreement on 
“climate change.” 


lective decision-making at every level.... 
There are specific actions which are in- 
tended to be undertaken by multinational 
corporations and entrepreneurs, by finan- 
cial institutions and individual investors, 
by high-tech companies and indigenous 
people, by workers and labor unions, by 
farmers and consumers, by students and 
schools, by governments and legislators, 
by scientists, by women, by children — in 
short, by every person on Earth.” Obvi- 
ously, that means you, too. 

Top globalists at the summit made that 
agenda clear from the podium, too. Maurice 
Strong, who served as the secretary-general 
of the UN’s Earth Summit that developed 
Agenda 21, framed the “sustainable devel- 
opment” agenda starkly. “Current lifestyles 
and consumption patterns of the affluent 
middle class — involving high meat in- 
take, use of fossil fuels, appliances, home 
and work air conditioning, and suburban 
housing are not sustainable,” he said. No 
word on whether the fancy UN conferenc- 
es funded by taxpayers in exotic locations, 
where globalists arrive in fleets of private 
jets, are to be considered sustainable. 

The deal was originally signed by George 
H.W. Bush amid praise for what he called 
the “mammoth” Agenda 21 scheme. “Let 
me be clear on one fundamental point: The 
United States fully intends to be the world’s 
preeminent leader in protecting the global 
environment,” Bush said after the UN sum- 
mit in Rio that created the plan. The next 
year, President Bill Clinton helped make 
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good on that threat, signing Executive 
Order #12852 to create the “President’s 
Council on Sustainable Development” to 
help “harmonize” U.S. environmental pol- 
icy with the UN’s Agenda 21. Under the 
illegal order, every agency of the federal 
government was ordered to work with state 
and local governments to help impose “‘sus- 
tainable development” on the nation. In a 
report, the president’s council wrote: “We 
need a new collaborative decision process 
that leads to better decisions, more rapid 
change, and more sensible use of human, 
natural and financial resources in achieving 
our goals.” 

Much of Agenda 21 policy has been 
imposed on local communities via the UN- 
linked group ICLEI — Local Governments 
for Sustainability. On its website, the outfit 
boasted of its role, saying it works to “mo- 
bilize local governments to help their coun- 
tries implement multilateral environmental 
agreements.” The group also works to “con- 
nect cities and local governments to the 
United Nations and other international bod- 
ies.” One of ICLEI’s programs is “designed 
to aid local governments in implementing 
Chapter 28 of Agenda 21, the global ac- 
tion plan for sustainable development,” the 
group revealed on its website. Essentially, 
through ICLEI and other front groups, as 
well as federal government bribes and pres- 
sure, the UN has been getting its agenda 
implemented even in small-town America 
by clueless local authorities. While The 
John Birch Society and others have greatly 
slowed down the implementation of this UN 
program, it continues to be implemented 
across America and worldwide. 


Paris Agreement 

In Agenda 2030, Goal 13 is: “Take urgent 
action to combat climate change.” The 
targets under Goal 13 include more cli- 
mate indoctrination of children, trillions 
of dollars in wealth redistribution from 
the poor and middle class in the West to 
the kleptocrats ruling Third World coun- 
tries, and more. The UN agreement also 
touts the UN “Framework Convention 
on Climate Change” (UNFCCC) as “the 
primary international, intergovernmental 
forum for negotiating the global response 
to climate change.” And for now, at least, 
the Paris Agreement, negotiated at the 
UNFCCC event in Paris is the primary 
mechanism to make that happen. That is 
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both good news and bad news for those 
who oppose the UN’s scheming. 

In the final weeks of 2015, the UN 
and its member governments, including 
then-U.S. President Barack Obama, came 
together in the French capital to sign the 
Paris Agreement. This writer was there 
as a correspondent for THE NEw AMERI- 
CAN. Of course, Obama and the globalists 
at the summit knew the global scheme 
would never be ratified by the U.S. Sen- 
ate as required by the U.S. Constitution of 
all treaties. And so, instead, Obama called 
it an “executive agreement” and ordered 
federal agencies to implement it by regu- 
lation and executive decree. All of it was 
done under the guise of stopping global 
temperatures from rising more than two 
degrees over pre-industrial levels, as if the 
UN had any idea how temperatures would 
be affected. In the real world, the UN and 
its climate prophecies have been wildly 
and consistently wrong. 

Among the radical goals of the agree- 
ment was the restructuring of the global 
economy, as multiple UN bigwigs ex- 
plained publicly. The goal of the climate 
negotiations was to “intentionally trans- 
form the economic development model, 
for the first time in human history,” said 
then-UN climate czarina Christiana Figue- 
res, echoing a phrase she used repeatedly 
over a period of years. Also on the agenda 
was phasing out cheap and abundant energy 
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over the coming decades, at least as far as 
the United States was concerned. Another 
key component: redistributing the wealth of 
Western taxpayers to Third World regimes 
and the UN. And finally, the deal sought 
to empower the UN to oversee a planetary 
“climate” regime with jurisdiction over 
emissions of carbon dioxide — in other 
words, power over everything, as even 
human breathing releases CO). 


Local and State Governments 
Everything was going according to plan 
until Donald Trump, who on the campaign 
trail publicly described the man-made glob- 
al-warming hypothesis as a “hoax,” was 
elected to the presidency. One of his prom- 
ises was to quit sending money to the UN 
for the “hoax.” And about six months into 
his presidency, he announced publicly that 
the U.S. government would be withdrawing 
from the Paris Agreement after the alleged- 
ly required four years of waiting time had 
passed. His base was excited, and celebra- 
tions broke out among conservatives. 

But the threat is far from over. For one, 
the U.S. government is still technically 
involved. Second, the federal government 
continues to fund many of the globalist or- 
ganizations and foreign governments that 
are busy implementing the Paris Agree- 
ment, ranging from the UN and the World 
Bank to Third World regimes around the 
world. And finally, more than a few state 


Bid to bow to the UN: New York City Mayor Bill “The Bolshevik” DeBlasio (right) is working with 


United Nations boss Ant6nio Guterres (left), a soci 


alist, to impose the totalitarian UN Agenda 


2030 “Sustainable Development Goals” on his city. 
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and local governments have vowed to con- 
tinue implementing the illegal schemes 
with or without the feds. At least a dozen 
states and many more cities have vowed 
to implement the Paris Agreement. In the 
case of California, authorities have even 
defied the U.S. government by signing 
that state’s own “climate” deal with the 
communist regime ruling China. 

New York City, led by Mayor Bill 
“The Bolshevik” DeBlasio, announced 
on May | that it would become the first 
American city to “submit” a review of 
its “progress” on implementing Agenda 
2030 directly to the UN. 

“We needed a starting point [from the 
UN], but all of the activation — whether it 
is around zero hunger, gender equity, clean 
water and sanitation — starts in our com- 
munities,” said NYC Commissioner of 
International Affairs Penny Abeywardena. 
“City and local authorities are ground zero 
for all of that work. Although these commit- 
ments were made by national governments, 
the 2030 Agenda recognizes the critical role 
that local authorities and communities have 
in achieving the Global Goals.... As a thriv- 
ing city of 8.6 million residents and proud 
host to the United Nations, New York City 
is uniquely positioned to help achieve the 
Global Goals by amplifying, sharing, and 
learning from policies and best practices 
from cities and states.” 

If Americans hope to avoid the hor- 
rors of totalitarian global governance, it 
will require organized action at all levels. 
Ensuring that these policies do not take 
root at the local level is key, and everyone 
can help. At the national level, Americans 
must pressure Congress and the White 
House to begin dismantling the whole 
“sustainability” apparatus within the fed- 
eral government. Beyond simply ripping 
up the EPA-UN agreement, Americans 
should work to dismantle the unconstitu- 
tional EPA itself, as the U.S. Constitution 
does not delegate any authority over the 
environment to the federal government. 
Next, the U.S. government should with- 
draw from the UN, which Trump prop- 
erly described on the campaign trail as an 
enemy of freedom and the United States. 
Legislation in Congress, the American 
Sovereignty Restoration Act (H.R. 193), 
would accomplish that, and more. Pass- 
ing that would neutralize Agenda 2030, 
Agenda 21, and the Paris Agreement. Mi 
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MANAGE ‘THE MONEY, 
MANAGE: ‘THE WORLD 


Since the 1940s, globalist elites have angled to simultaneously rid the world of national 
currencies and create a world currency — in a bid to centrally control the planet. 


Bretton Woods: In 1944, the Bretton Woods Conference in New Hampshire produced plans for 


a postwar global economic and financial order, which included a World Bank and International 


Monetary Fund. Also promoted was a single global currency, a proposal that was rejected at the 


time but that continues to be popular among globalists. 


by Charles Scaliger 


influential British economics jour- 

nal, used its cover to exhort its read- 
ers to “Get ready for a world currency” 
by 2018. Illustrated with the image of a 
phoenix rising above flames consuming 
various national paper currencies, the 
article predicted that “thirty years from 
now, Americans, Japanese, Europeans, 
and people in many other rich countries, 
and some relatively poor ones will prob- 
ably be paying for their shopping with the 
same currency. Prices will be quoted not 
in dollars, yen or D-marks but in, let’s 
say, the phoenix.” The new “phoenix 
zone,” The Economist predicted, would 


] n January 1988, The Economist, the 
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impose tight constraints on national 
governments. There would be no 
such thing, for instance, as a national 
monetary policy. The world phoenix 
supply would be fixed by a new cen- 
tral bank, descended perhaps from 
the IMF. The world inflation rate — 
and hence, within narrow margins, 
each national inflation rate — would 
be in its charge. Each country could 
use taxes and public spending to off- 
set temporary falls in demand, but it 
would have to borrow rather than print 
money to finance its budget deficit... 
This means a big loss of economic 
sovereignty, but the trends that make 
the phoenix so appealing are taking 
that sovereignty away in any case. 


DEEP STATE 


The “trends” referred to are in fact the 
misbegotten consequences of decades of 
deliberate policymaking on the part of 
international financial elites to lay the 
foundation for a single global currency, 
to be issued by a single world bank. The 
sentiments expressed by The Economist in 
1988 were hardly original then, nor have 
they lost any relevance today. While the 
predicted “phoenix” or its equivalent has 
yet to rise from the ashes of a bonfire of 
national currencies, we are far closer to 
that outcome today than ever before. A 
one-world currency and central bank are 
central to the long-range plans of global- 
ist elites — and would mean the death of 
financial and monetary sovereignty. 

The modern idea of a single world 
currency owes much to John Maynard 
Keynes, the British economist who 
helped to organize the Bretton Woods 
international economic conference in 
New Hampshire in 1944. There, repre- 
sentatives of the major Allied economic 
powers, including U.S. Treasury official 
(and Soviet spy) Harry Dexter White, 
who headed the American delegation, 
created a blueprint for a postwar world 
financial and economic order. A key point 
of discussion at Bretton Woods was the 
creation of an international currency 
standard as a means of stabilizing world 
finances, and in particular discouraging 
“beggar-thy-neighbor” policies practiced 
during the currency wars of the 1930s. 
During those volatile financial times, 
countries frequently devalued their own 
currencies to gain advantages in trade by 
making their own products cheaper in 
foreign markets. 

Prior to the 1930s, the use of currency 
devaluation to gain competitive advan- 
tage in international trade was virtually 
unheard of, because the entire world was 
on a precious-metal standard — gold for 
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In January 1988, The Economist, the 
influential British economics journal, used its 
cover to exhort its readers to “Get ready fora 


world currency” by 2018. 


the wealthier countries, silver for some 
of the less-wealthy, such as Mexico and 
China, and both gold and silver in the 
case of the United States. National cur- 
rencies were simply different amounts of 
gold or silver, and their issuing govern- 
ments had very little power to manipulate 
their value. 

The American Founders had ample ex- 
perience with currency woes. During the 
American Revolution, the Continental 
Congress, which had very scant resourc- 
es, issued paper money called Continen- 
tal dollars. This money was not backed 
by precious metal, and was used to pay 
Washington’s troops, to purchase supplies 
for the Continental Army, and to defray 
other public expenses. This inevitably pro- 
duced inflation, the result of printing “fiat 
money” (money with no precious-metal 
backing). The value of Continental dol- 
lars plummeted, leaving the newly fledged 
postwar American republic with an acute 
economic crisis. Savings had been de- 
stroyed and large numbers of American 
households were bankrupt, unable to pay 
taxes or debts. 

As a result of this experience, the 
Founders included in the U.S. Constitu- 
tion ratified in 1788 explicit requirements 
for a precious-metal standard. Wanting 
to make sure that no future U.S. govern- 
ment would be able to create inflation by 
printing money at will, they included in 
the Constitution congressional authority 
to “coin [not “print”!] money” and “regu- 
late the value thereof” (Article I, Section 
8). Moreover, Article I, Section 10, which 
lists powers forbidden to the states, reads, 
in part, “No state shall coin money nor 
emit bills of credit nor make anything but 
gold and silver coin a legal tender in pay- 
ment of debts.” 

For the next 140 years, few in America 
questioned the Founders’ intent. America 
remained on the bimetallic (gold and silver) 
standard through war and peace. Her econ- 
omy grew at an unprecedented pace. Be- 
cause inflation did not exist, America was 
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a nation of savers; people 
knew that the money they 
put in the bank would 
maintain its value. 

By the early 1930s, 
however, most of the 
world had gone off the 
gold standard, beginning 
with the war-ravaged na- 
tions of Europe, which 
lacked the resources in 
their treasuries to pay the 
immense debts they had 
incurred in World War 
I. In the United States, 
the gold standard ended 
for ordinary Americans 
in 1933, when President 
Franklin Roosevelt issued | 
an unconstitutional ex- 
ecutive order prohibiting Americans from 
owning or trading gold anywhere in the 
world, with the exception of jewelry and a 
few coins. Private ownership of gold was 
not legalized again until 1975, but by then, 
the U.S. dollar was no longer tied to gold 
or any other precious metal. 

Freed from the restraints of gold and 
silver, governments in the 1930s institut- 
ed the inflationary policies typical of fiat 
money, among which were the currency 
wars that contributed to the run-up in in- 
ternational tensions prior to World War 
II. The Bretton Woods Conference was an 
attempt by international financial elites to 
remedy a problem they themselves had 
created a generation earlier by urging the 
world to abandon the gold standard. 

And what was the solution proposed at 
Bretton Woods? To stabilize world financ- 
es, a single currency issued by a single 
world central bank was proposed, to quell 
the financial anarchy created by dozens of 
national fiat currencies, whose respective 
valuations depended only the whim of is- 
suing authorities in each country. Leading 
the push for a new global currency was 
Keynes, who proposed the creation of the 
“bancor” (from the French words banque, 
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“bank” and or, “gold’’), to be issued by a 
new global authority. 

Unfortunately for Keynes, the world in 
1944 was still too nationalist; the Ameri- 
can delegation in particular was reluctant 
at the time to subject American finances to 
international authority. The international 
financial architecture created by Bretton 
Woods was instead based on the U.S. dol- 
lar as the reserve global currency. Accord- 
ing to the final agreement, the dollar would 
be the only currency redeemable in gold 
(and only by non-U.S. citizens and foreign 
governments holding U.S. dollars; ordinary 
U.S. citizens would continue being prohib- 
ited from redeeming their own currency in 
gold). This “gold window” for foreigners 
persisted until 1971, when President Nixon 
abandoned the last vestiges of the gold 
standard, effectively reneging on Ameri- 
ca’s promises to redeem dollars for gold. 
Nixon’s closing of the gold window was in 
reality a default stemming from America’s 
inflationary policies during the Vietnam 
War, but given America’s economic lever- 
age, there was little the rest of the world 
could do about it. 

Bretton Woods also failed to produce 
Keynes’ hoped-for global central bank, 
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creating instead the International Mon- 
etary Fund (IMF), which was tasked with 
the messy challenge of smoothing over 
rough patches created by ongoing insta- 
bility in currency exchange rates. The 
IMF also became a lender of last resort 
for Third World governments that got into 
financial straits. And beginning in 1969, 
the IMF reckoned its assets in terms of 
a novel unit of accountancy, the Special 
Drawing Right (SDR or XDR), a quasi- 
currency made up of a weighted “basket” 
of hard currencies such as the U.S. dollar, 
British pound, and French franc. 

Besides the IMF, Bretton Woods also 
created the World Bank, which, despite its 
name, has none of the features of a central 
bank, its primary function being to lend 
money to poor countries for development 
projects such as the construction of dams 
and other infrastructure projects. 

Although the monetary arrangement 
agreed upon at Bretton Woods ended with 
the closing of the gold window in 1971, 
the IMF has persisted, with current assets 
of more than a hundred billion in SDRs. 
And it is the IMF that globalists continue 
to promote as a potential framework for an 
eventual global central bank. 

In 1984, an article appeared in the 
American establishment’s influential jour- 
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nal of record, Foreign Affairs. Entitled “A 
Monetary System for the Future,” it was 
written by Harvard professor Richard N. 
Cooper, an academic and senior policy- 
maker with impeccable establishment 
credentials. By 1984, Cooper had been 
an economics professor at both Yale and 
Harvard, had served on the Council of 
Economic Advisors during the Kennedy 
administration, and had been under secre- 
tary of state for economic affairs during 
the Carter years. Cooper would later serve 
as chairman of the Federal Reserve Bank 
of Boston and of the National Intelligence 
Committee. His voice in Foreign Affairs 
no doubt represented — and represents 
— a consensus among his elitist peers in 
global finance and politics. 

Looking forward to the 21st century, 
Cooper proposed three necessary condi- 
tions that would eventually have to be 
met to stabilize global finance: A common 
currency “for all of the industrial democ- 
racies,” a common monetary policy, and 
“a joint bank of issue to determine that 
monetary policy.” Acknowledging that 
his proposal was “far too radical for the 
near future,” Cooper nonetheless hoped 
that it would “provide a ‘vision’ or goal 
that can guide interim steps in improving 
international monetary arrangements, and 
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by which we can judge the evolution of 
national economic policy.” 

Cooper went on to outline a plan by 
which such a common currency and “bank 
of issue” could be phased in, using the 
American Federal Reserve System as a 
model, and roping in first all of the major 
economic powers: 


Exchange rates can be most cred- 
ibly fixed if they are eliminated 
altogether, that is, if international 
transactions take place with a single 
currency. But a single currency is 
possible only if there is in effect a 
single monetary policy, and a single 
authority issuing the currency and 
directing the monetary policy. How 
can independent states accomplish 
that? They need to turn over the 
determination of monetary policy 
to a supranational body, but one 
which is responsible collectively to 
the governments of the independent 
states. There is some precedent for 
parts of this type of arrangement in 
the origins of the U.S. Federal Re- 
serve System, which blended quite 
separate regions of the country, 
and banks subject to diverse state 
banking jurisdictions, into a single 
system, paralleling the increasingly 
national financial market. Similarly, 
we will need a world monetary sys- 
tem that parallels the increasingly 
global financial market. 


Cooper also explains the real reason that 
“free trade” is so popular with globalist 
elites: 


It would be logical if this single cur- 
rency regime were accompanied 
by free trade, just as the dollar area 
within the United States is accompa- 
nied by free trade. That would also 
be consistent with the collaborative 
political spirit that would be required 
for the single currency regime to be 
established. Free trade would insure 
one market in goods as well as in fi- 
nancial instruments. 


As for the platform upon which a single 
global monetary system and global cen- 
tral bank could be built, Cooper suggests 
converting the SDR into that currency, 
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and the IMF into that bank — 
precisely what the architects of 
Bretton Woods and their ideo- 
logical descendants have been 
hoping for for generations: 


The choice of a currency 
for a one-currency regime 
is open and in a sense is ar- 
bitrary. It could be anything 
that is agreed, since money 
is above all a social conven- 
tion. In fact the choice would 
be a politically charged 
issue, with strong if irratio- 
nal objections to the choice 
of any national currency. If 
national currencies are ruled 
out, that leaves the Europe- 
an currency unit (ECU) and 
SDR in today’s world. The 
ECU might meet the same 
objections in the United 
States and Japan as the U.S. 
dollar would meet in Europe. 
That in turn leaves only the 
SDR, which is now defined 
as a weighted average of 
five leading national cur- 
rencies: the U.S. dollar, the 
Japanese yen, the German 
mark, the French franc and 
the British pound. The new 
Bank of Issue could not issue 
IMF-SDRs unless the Bank 
were the IMF itself. But the Bank 
could use the SDR as its measuring 
unit, and issue both currency notes 
and reserve bank credit in that unit.... 
The future of the SDR as a currency 
would be immeasurably enhanced if 
private parties could conduct transac- 
tions in SDRs; indeed, that would be 
a necessary condition. It would also 
greatly facilitate the use of the SDR 
as a central bank currency, since the 
modus operandi of central banks in 
most cases is through private mar- 
kets, and they need a medium which 
can be used in private markets. Thus 
the IMF-SDR would be enhanced if 
some mechanism could be found to 
make this possible. 


At the time Cooper wrote his proposal, 


the Eurozone and European Central Bank 
had not yet been created, but his insistence 
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that the SDR could be converted into a true 
global currency, if only it were usable in 
private transactions and were more widely 
recognized, continues to drive policy at the 
IMF. And slowly, behind the scenes, the 
once-lowly SDR is being elevated to the 
level of a true currency, at the behest of in- 
ternational financial elites who are only too 
aware of the IMF’s eventual intended role. 

In 2009, writing in the aftermath of 
the great financial meltdown of 2007- 
2008, Zhou Xiaochuan, then-governor of 
the People’s Bank of China, Communist 
China’s central bank, in a widely noted 
paper, wrote: 


A super-sovereign reserve currency 
managed by a global institution could 
be used to both create and control the 
global liquidity.... The creation of an 
international currency unit, based on 
the Keynesian proposal, is a bold ini- 


tiative that requires extraordi- 
nary political vision and cour- 
age.... Special consideration 
should be given to giving the 
SDR a greater role. The SDR 
has the features and potential 
to act as a super-sovereign 
reserve currency. Moreover, 
an increase in SDR allocation 
would help the Fund address 
its resources problem and 
the difficulties in the voice 
and representation reform. 
Therefore, efforts should be 
made to push forward a SDR 
allocation.... Create financial 
assets denominated in the 
SDR to increase its appeal. 
The introduction of SDR-de- 
nominated securities, which 
is being studied by the IMF, 
will be a good start. 


In other words, the SDR is the 
obvious platform for launch- 
ing a global currency, but it has 
several deficiencies, namely, 
insufficient reserves of SDRs 
and a lack of SDR-denominat- 
ed financial instruments, such 
as securities, that would require 
the use of SDRs as a bona fide 
currency. Interestingly, in the 
years since Zhou’s paper was 
published, the IMF has greatly 
increased its allocations of SDRs, alleg- 
edly in response to the Great Recession, 
from a mere $21.4 billion in August 2009 
to more than $204 billion in June 2018. 

And in August 2016, the IMF’s sister or- 
ganization, the World Bank, launched the 
first-ever SDR-denominated bond as part 
of a brand-new SDR-Denominated Issu- 
ance Program — which is backed by the 
People’s Bank of China. That same year, 
the Chinese renminbi was added to the bas- 
ket of other currencies — the dollar, euro, 
yen, and pound — that make up the SDR. 

Within the IMF proper, there is renewed 
emphasis on converting the SDR into the 
global currency it was intended to become. 
Mohamed El-Arian, a longtime IMF of- 
ficial, wrote candidly in The Guardian in 
2017 that 


legal and practical factors, as well as 
some countries’ political resistance 
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to delegating economic governance 
to multilateral institutions, have pre- 
vented the SDR from meeting its 
creators’ modest expectations, let 
alone the grand role of a truly global 
reserve currency that anchors the 
cooperative functioning of a growth- 
oriented global economy.... An in- 
cremental approach [to strengthening 
the SDR], starting with practical low- 
hanging fruit that does not require 
amendments to the IMF’s articles 
of agreement, would face political 
challenges. But it would be worth 
considering. Areas of focus would 
include using the SDR for some bond 
issuance and trade transactions, de- 
veloping market infrastructure (in- 
cluding payments and settlement 
mechanisms), improving valuation 
methodologies and gradually devel- 
oping a yield curve for SDR-denom- 
inated loans and bonds. 


The globalists’ designs to convert the IMF 
into a world central bank and the SDR into 
a global currency are clear, but what about 
the other crucial ingredient recommended 
by Cooper, harmonization of monetary pol- 


icy? This too is being carried out, using the 
recent global financial meltdown as a pre- 
text, under the authority of another major 
multinational financial organ, the Bank for 
International Settlements (BIS). Set up in 
1930 originally to be a clearinghouse for 
World War I reparations payments, the 
BIS was soon transformed into a bank for 
European central banks, facilitating the 
purchase and sale of debt instruments and 
helping the various national central banks 
coordinate policy. In the 1990s and 2000s, 
as the European Union and the European 
Central Bank were created, the BIS shifted 
to a more global posture, and has now be- 
come the world’s settlement organization 
for all major central banks, including the 
Federal Reserve, whereby central bankers 
coordinate monetary policy and, increas- 
ingly, create international rules to har- 
monize their activities. In particular, the 
Basel Committee on Banking Supervision, 
an international body housed at the BIS 
tasked with regulating the world’s central 
banks, produced in 2011 the Third Basel 
Accord (Basel HI), a massive new set of 
guidelines and regulations intended to 
govern central banks in the wake of the 
Great Recession. These guidelines includ- 
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ed stricter reserve requirements and other 
provisions designed to limit the exposure 
to credit risk for not only the world’s cen- 
tral banks, but also all major private bank- 
ing and financial institutions. 

Within months of the Basel II an- 
nouncement, the Federal Reserve an- 
nounced its intention to comply, and 
warned that all member banks and sys- 
temically important financial institutions 
in the United States would also be required 
to submit to the new international regime. 
Wrote the New York Times: 


Under the [Fed’s] proposals ... banks 
with more than $50 billion in assets 
would be required ... to maintain 
a cushion equal to 5 percent of as- 
sets.... But the Fed also warned that 
banks will be required to match sig- 
nificantly stricter international re- 
quirements in the near future.... The 
international standards, known as the 
Basel II accords, are expected to set 
capital requirements for the largest 
multinational financial institutions at 
7 percent of capital. 


Put otherwise, all major banks in the Unit- 
ed States, including the Federal Reserve 
itself, are now being compelled to obey 
global banking regulations issuing from 
the BIS and its surrogates, a truly stun- 
ning development of which the American 
public is completely unaware. 

In sum, we are now well on our way 
to a global currency, central bank, and 
banking regulatory regime. What can 
Americans do to win back our monetary 
and financial sovereignty? Every plank in 
the nearly completed global banking and 
financial edifice has been laid in the name 
of combating the instability produced by 
the fiat money system. Those incentives, 
and people happy to exploit them, will 
persist as long as the Federal Reserve and 
the world’s other central banks continue to 
have the power to create money at whim. 
Only by shuttering the Federal Reserve 
and restoring the gold and silver standard 
required by our Constitution can America 
recover her financial and monetary sover- 
eignty. If the Fed and its inflationary pro- 
gram are allowed to persist much longer, 
we will find ourselves stripped of our cur- 
rency and our right to determine our own 
economic destiny. Mi 
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Tariffs andthe Founding Fathers 


Though free trade — really trade managed by an entity empowered to change countries’ 


laws — is portrayed as an unalloyed 
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Nationalist inclinations: George Washington explicitly favored products that were “made in 


America.” He also practiced what he preached, having a suit especially made for his inauguration 


with materials all made in the United States. 


by Steve Byas 


ity of the play Hamilton, that its sub- 
ject, Alexander Hamilton — Ameri- 
ca’s first secretary of the treasury — has 
emerged as a favorite of sorts among those 
who roundly dislike President Donald 
Trump. In fact, Vice President Mike Pence 
was even castigated from the stage of a 
production of Hamilton for the supposed 
sin of serving as Trump’s vice president. 
This is largely due to the misconception 
that Hamilton was an immigrant (it has be- 
come liberal dogma to attribute all types of 
positive qualities to immigrants), coupled 
with the accusation that Trump is anti- 
immigrant. Of course, while Hamilton was 
not born in one of the colonies that emerged 
as the United States of America in 1776, he 
was born in a Caribbean colony that was 
part of the British Empire. This means he 
was no more an immigrant than a person 
today who moves from Texas to Arkansas. 
Open borders — or something rather 
close to it — is now the default position 


I] tis an oddity, considering the popular- 
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among America’s “elites,” thus making 
Hamilton (the supposed “immigrant”) 
something of a hero. Hamilton, who settled 
in New York, the home state of our 45th 
president, was, however, a powerful foe 
of another favored position of the elites — 
“free trade.” As a matter of historical fact, 
protectionism was the position of almost all 
the Founding Fathers. By the early part of 
the 1800s, there was not what would today 
be termed a “free trader” in the bunch. 

It is really rather simple to understand 
why. They had only recently won their in- 
dependence from the British Empire, and 
they wished to maintain that independence. 
Of all the arguments that can be forwarded 
about free trade, no one can seriously argue 
that it enhances our national sovereignty. 

In his 1998 book, The Great Betrayal, 
Pat Buchanan makes this very point. “The 
most perilous aspect [of free trade] ... is the 
loss of U.S. sovereignty and the potential 
loss of nationhood itself. Look at Europe. 
Nations there are meekly transferring con- 
trol of their defense and foreign policy, of 
trade and immigration policy, to a super- 


“good,” America’s influential Founders disagreed. 


state called the European Union; they are 
even giving up control of their currencies, 
which means control of their destinies. And 
what is happening to France, Britain, Ger- 
many, Italy, will happen here if we do not 
wake up. Once a nation has put its foot onto 
the slippery slope of global free trade, the 
process is inexorable, the end inevitable: 
death of the nation-state.” 

Americans have enjoyed the fruits of na- 
tional sovereignty for more than two cen- 
turies — sovereignty won by the nation’s 
Founders at great sacrifice. They knew what 
it was like to be told what to do on local 
matters by a far-off distant government, 
and they did not like it. The Hat Act, for 
example, severely limited the manufacture 
of hats in the colonies, making the colonists 
dependent upon British hatters. There is a 
reason, other than a fashion statement, that 
so many colonials, including Ben Franklin, 
wore coonskin caps and the like. 

Historian Clarence Carson offered a 
specific example of the effect of this lack 
of sovereignty. “Much of the difference 
in the balance of trade was made up by 
loans of British merchants to the Ameri- 
cans. Many Americans, especially South- 
ern planters, were in debt to British mer- 
chants from year to year. It was this fact 
which spurred them to buy more and more 
slaves and acquire more and more land in 
the vain hope of getting out of debt by pro- 
ducing larger crops.” 

Writing in 1886, Senator John Logan 
summed up the cause of the American 
Revolution. As is almost always the case 
with wars, the roots were economic. “The 
war of the American Revolution chiefly 
grew out of the efforts of Great Britain to 
cripple and destroy our Colonial industries 
to the benefit of the British trader,” and the 
independence won “was an Industrial as 
well as Political Independence.” 

The control that British regulations 
placed upon Americans was immense. 
London Magazine wrote in 1766, “The 
American is appareled from head to foot in 
our manufactures.... He scarcely drinks, 
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sits, moves, labours or recreates himself 
without contributing to the emoluments of 
the mother country.” 

By the 1770s, the American colonists 
were becoming increasingly frustrated at 
this heavy control of their domestic econ- 
omy. When Parliament, wanting to bail out 
the failing British East India Company, 
passed the Tea Act, turning over to them 
monopolistic control of the sale of tea in 
the colonies, it led to the famous Boston 
Tea Party on December 16, 1773, when 
the Sons of Liberty dumped 342 chests 
of tea into Boston Harbor. This was fol- 
lowed by the Intolerable Acts, which 
were designed to punish Massachusetts 
in particular, and impress upon the other 
colonies the consequences if they did not 
obey. The Intolerable Acts closed the port 
of Boston, limited town meetings, made 
British officials basically impervious to 
criminal charges by ensuring their trials 
happened in Britain, and more. 

Instead of obeying, the colonies broke 
into armed rebellion in 1775, and final- 
ly declared independence in 1776. The 
difficulty of fighting the war, 
without manufacturing already 
established, against the greatest 
manufacturing power on Earth, 
only intensified the desire of the 
colonists to establish not only 
political independence, but also 
economic sovereignty. 

As historian John Miller 
explained in Origins of the 
American Revolution, “Many 
Americans recognized that if the 
colonies were to wage successful 
economic war with the mother 
country, it was necessary that 
they manufacture for themselves 
the necessities they had formerly 
imported from Great Britain.” 

In other words, it was expe- 
rience that taught the Founding 
Fathers the important lesson 
of the need for economic inde- 
pendence if they were going to 
maintain their political indepen- 
dence. Leading the way with 
this position was George Wash- 
ington, whose experiences with 
British manufacturers had frus- 
trated him for years. To demon- 
strate his devotion to American 
economic independence, Wash- 
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ington deliberately wore an American- 
made suit to his inauguration in 1789. 

The brown broadcloth suit had been tai- 
lored at Mount Vernon from cloth ordered 
from a mill in Hartford. Historian Doug- 
las Southall Freeman explained Washing- 
ton’s purpose: “This apparel was to adver- 
tise American industry; it was, also, in a 
homely way to proclaim American liberty 
since the device on the buttons was that of 
a wing-spread eagle.” 

For those who snicker at the term “made 
in America,” they should know that they are 
laughing at the strong sentiments of George 
Washington. “Indeed we have already been 
too long subject to British prejudices. I use 
no porter or cheese in my family, but such 
as is made in America,” he wrote in a letter 
to the Marquis de Lafayette. 

To Washington, America’s future lay 
in the West, not in Europe. He certainly 
would not favor “free trade” if that meant 
surrendering America’s national sover- 
eignty to some bureaucratic body such as 
the WTO. Fellow Founders James Madi- 
son, Benjamin Franklin, John Adams, and 


Pro-tariff trend: Thomas 
Jefferson originally held to a 
strong “free trade” position, 
but he later admitted that 
experience had taught 

him that the United States 
needed to protect certain 
industries to maintain our 
national independence. He 
and Alexander Hamilton 
disagreed on many things, 
but both favored protective 
tariffs. 


Thomas Jefferson had all flirted with the 
idea of free trade, but eventually they all 
came to share Washington’s aversion to 
economic dependence upon Europe. 
Jefferson famously hoped that America 
would remain a nation of small farmers and 
leave the manufacturing to those in other, 
less-free nations. “Those who labor in the 
earth are the chosen people of God,” Jeffer- 
son argued. “While we have land to labour 
then, let us never wish to see our citizens 
occupied at a workbench, or twirling a dis- 
taff.... For the general operations of manu- 
facture, let our work-shops remain in Eu- 
rope.... The mobs of great cities add just so 
much to the support of pure government, as 
sores do the strength of the human body.” 
Primarily because of this view, Jeffer- 
son said that “the exercise of free trade 
with all parts of the world” was “possessed 
by the American ... as of natural right.” 
One can certainly sympathize with 
the concerns expressed by the Sage of 
Monticello, but experience resulted in 
a changed attitude toward the merits of 
manufacturing. In an 1815 letter to John- 
Baptiste Say, a French econo- 
mist, Jefferson adamantly sup- 
ported protectionism, mainly 
for the purpose of maintaining 
American economic indepen- 
dence. “The prohibiting duties 
we lay on all articles of foreign 
manufacture which prudence in- 
deed requires us to establish at 
home, with the patriotic deter- 
mination of every good citizen 
to use no foreign article which 
can be made within ourselves, 
without regard to difference of 
price, secures us against a re- 
lapse into foreign dependency.” 
Jefferson was quite open in ad- 
mitting that he once favored free 
trade — but no more. In 1816, he 
wrote, “He ... who is now against 
domestic manufacture, must be 
for reducing us either to depen- 
dence on that foreign nation, or to 
be clothed in skins, and to live like 
wild beasts in dens and caverns. I 
am not one of these; experience 
has now taught me that manufac- 
tures are now as necessary to our 
independence as to our comfort.” 
While president, Jefferson had 
to deal with the difficulty of deal- 
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ing with the provocations of Great Brit- 
ain — arming Indians on the frontier and 
impressing thousands of American sailors 
into the British navy — and so he resorted 
to cutting off all American trade with Eu- 
rope (the Embargo Act of 1807). While 
unsuccessful, the embargo caused a boom 
in American manufacturing to replace the 
lost trade with Britain. 

John Adams and James Madison like- 
wise allowed experience to change them 
from free traders to protectionists. Madi- 
son’s conversion came sooner, and as a 
member of Congress he introduced the 
Tariff Act of 1789: “A national revenue 
must be obtained; but the system must be 
such a one, that, while it secures the object 
of revenue, it shall not be oppressive to 
our constituents: Happy it is for us, that 
such a system is within our power; for I 
apprehend that both these objects may be 
obtained from an impost [tariff] on articles 
imported into the United States.” 

Most of the imported goods were taxed 
at five percent of value. 

Washington told Congress, “A free 
people ... should promote such manufac- 
tories as tend to render them independent 
on others for essential, particularly mili- 
tary supplies.” 

Of course, no American is more associ- 
ated with the protective tariff — a tax on 
imported goods, designed to protect Amer- 
ican industry from foreign goods — than 
Jefferson’s arch-rival Alexander Hamilton, 
the first secretary of the treasury. On De- 
cember 5, 1791, Hamilton produced his 
Report on Manufactures, designed to make 
America economically self-sufficient. “To 
maintain between the recent establishments 
of one country and the long matured estab- 
lishment of another country,” Hamilton 
wrote, “a competition upon equal terms, 
both as to quality and price, is in most cases 
impracticable. The disparity, in the one or 
in the other, or in both, must necessarily be 
so considerable as to forbid a successful ri- 
valship, without the extraordinary aid and 
protection of government.” 


Trade converts: James Madison (left) and John Adams both converted from “free trade” to the idea 
that protective tariffs were necessary to preserve our national independence. Madison put in the 
Constitution that Congress would have the explicit power to enact tariffs and regulate foreign trade. 
The men would never have approved of Congress delegating its constitutional power to either the 
executive branch or to international bodies such as the World Trade Organization or NAFTA. 


Hamilton considered a thriving do- 
mestic manufacturing base as essential to 
national independence, in addition to its 
continued wealth. “Every nation ... ought 
to endeavor to possess within itself all the 
essentials of national supply. These com- 
prise the means of subsistence, habitation, 
clothing and defense.” 

Another aspect of the tariff, Hamilton 
wrote, was its benefit as a “source of reve- 
nue.” Indeed, with only a few other means 
of revenue, such as the sale of land, or ex- 
cise taxes, the major source of revenue for 
the federal government until well into the 
20th century was the tariff. 

In The Federalist, No. 21, Hamilton 
explained the benefits of the tariff, along 
with excise taxes, as a source of revenue as 
well as a method of protection for Ameri- 
can manufacturing. In words amazingly 
similar to those of Professor Arthur Laffer, 
the guru of “supply side economics” in the 
1980s, Hamilton argued that there is a rate 
of taxation that raises the most revenue. 

“Imposts, excises, and, in general, 
all duties upon articles of consumption, 
may be compared to a fluid,” Hamilton 


“The war of the American Revolution chiefly grew out of the efforts 


of Great Britain to cripple and destroy our Colonial industries to the 
benefit of the British trader.” — Senator John Logan 
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explained, “which will, in time, find its 
level with the means of paying them.... 
It is a signal advantage of taxes on ar- 
ticles of consumption, that they contain 
in their own nature a security against 
excess. They prescribe their own limit; 
which cannot be exceeded without de- 
feating the end proposed, that is, an ex- 
tension of revenue. When applied to this 
object, the saying is as just as it is witty, 
that, ‘in political arithmetic, two and two 
do not always make four.’ If duties are 
too high, they lessen the consumption; 
the collection is eluded; and the product 
to the treasury is not so great as when 
they are confined within the proper and 
moderate bounds. This forms a complete 
barrier against any material oppression of 
the citizens by taxes of this class, and is 
itself a natural limitation of the power of 
imposing them.” 

In short, if tax rates are too high, they 
bring in less revenue; if they are too low, 
they bring in less revenue. Hamilton be- 
lieved the tariff, then, was the perfect tax 
not only to protect American industry, but 
also as a source of revenue for the new 
government. 

In fact, the tariff brought in so much 
revenue (evidently foreigners believed it 
was in their own interest to pay the tax 
for the benefit of selling their goods in the 
vast American market) that the surplus it 
produced was a major political issue in 
the late 1800s. (The tariff was bringing in 


THE NEW AMERICAN @ AUGUST 20, 2018 


more money than the government could 
find useful things to spend it on.) 

Admittedly, during those years the U.S. 
government did not have to support either 
the modern military establishment or the 
modern welfare state. But until Congress 
passed the Underwood-Simmons Act 
(which implemented the income tax, as al- 
lowed by the 16th Amendment) during the 
administration of progressive Democrat 
Woodrow Wilson, the bills of the federal 
government were paid mostly by foreign- 
ers. While it is true that Americans had to 
pay somewhat higher prices for manufac- 
tured goods due to this tariff, at least they 
were free from paying a federal income 
tax, complete with its invasion of privacy. 

Following the War of 1812, there was 
a burst of national pride in the United 
States, probably unlike what has ever been 
seen since. In this atmosphere, Congress 
passed the Tariff of 1816, the brainchild of 
Kentucky Congressman Henry 
Clay, who was quite unapolo- 
getic about its clearly protec- 
tionist features. Free trade 
“never existed,” Clay said, add- 
ing that adoption of free trade 
would place America under the 
“commercial domination of 
Great Britain.” 

Fearing competition with 
infant, but growing, Ameri- 
can manufacturing, the British 
had tried to kill the baby in its 
crib. Their plan was to flood 
the American market with sub- 
sidized goods, and bankrupt 
American industry. 

John Adams, who had been 
a free-trader earlier in life, sup- 
ported the Clay bill to defend 
American industry from this 
assault. “The British merchants 
and manufacturers, immedi- 
ately after the peace,” Adams 
noted, “disgorged upon all of 
us all their stores of merchan- 
dise and manufactures, not only 
without profit, but at certain 
loss for a time, with the express 
purpose of annihilating all our 
manufacturers, and ruining all 
our manufactories.” 

As president, former free- 
trader James Madison enthusi- 
astically endorsed the increased 
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tariff rates designed to frustrate the ne- 
farious British plan. As Pat Buchanan 
explained in The Great Betrayal, “To halt 
British dumping, Madison adopted the 
Federalist policy of economic national- 
ism, with a 25 percent tariff on cotton and 
woolen goods, and a 30 percent tariff on 
iron products.” 

Some have mistakenly believed that the 
Founding Fathers were uniformly free- 
traders, dedicated followers of the famed 
Scotsman Adam Smith, author of the 
monumental Wealth of Nations. But while 
Smith believed trade among nations in- 
creased the wealth of a nation, he was not 
against all tariffs. In fact, he was commis- 
sioner of Customs in Scotland, a position 
he took after he wrote his famous book. 
As E. G. West wrote in his biography, 
Adam Smith: The Man and His Works, 
“Smith’s proposal was not that customs 
and tariffs should be totally abolished; his 


Treasuring tariffs: More than any other Founder, Alexander Hamilton 
liked the concept of using protective tariffs to protect American industry. 
His “Report on Manufactures” persuaded Congress that American 
industry should be expanded through judicious use of tariffs. 


chief complaints concerned the arbitrary, 
unpredictable nature in which they were 
imposed, the high costs of collection and 
their manipulation in favor of monopolies 
and special interest groups.” 

Smith said there were important ex- 
ceptions to free trade. “The first is, 
when some particular sort of industry is 
necessary for the defence of the coun- 
try.... The second case, in which it will 
generally be advantageous to lay some 
burden upon foreign [imports] for the 
encouragement of domestic industry, is, 
when some tax is imposed at home upon 
the produce of the latter. In this case, it 
seems reasonable that an equal tax [i.e., 
tariff] should be imposed upon the like 
produce of the former.” 

With great relevance for today in our 
dealings with economic powers such as 
China or the European Union, Smith also 
noted the case that a foreign nation may re- 
strain “by high duties or prohi- 
bitions the importation of some 
of our manufacturers into their 
country. Revenge in this case 
naturally dictates retaliation.” 

But doctrinaire free-traders 
do have a champion from his- 
tory they can call upon: Karl 
Marx. He supported free trade, 
he said, because “it breaks up 
old nationalities and carries 
antagonism of proletariat and 
bourgeoisie to the uttermost 
point.... I favor free trade.” 

Certainly it would be unfair 
to tar the bulk of free-traders 
with Marxism, but at the same 
time, we should give fair con- 
sideration to the wisdom of the 
Founding Fathers, who were 
almost all for protective tar- 
iffs. Could they all have been 
totally wrong? Jefferson and 
Hamilton often disagreed, but 
not about protective tariffs, 
which they both favored. This 
is not to say protective tariffs 
are a perfect solution for the 
economy, or are without their 
drawbacks, but when confront- 
ed with modern realities, we 
should side with the Founders 
in clearly stating the obvious: 
National sovereignty trumps 
the free-trade agenda. Ml 
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THE !.\5 WORD 


BY LARRY GREENLEY 


Stop the Deep State Plan for a UN World Government! 


[There is a plan] to induce 
the gradual surrender of 
American sovereignty, piece 
by piece and step by step, to 
various international organi- 
zations — of which the United 
Nations is the outstanding but 
far from the only example... 
Until one day we shall grad- 
ually realize that we are al- 
ready just a part of a world- 
wide government. 

— Robert Welch, 

December 9, 1958 


obert Welch nailed 
it in 1958! He was 
nearing the end of 


his marathon two-day pre- 

sentation at the founding meeting of The John Birch Society 
(of which THE NEW AMERICAN is a wholly owned subsidiary) in 
Indianapolis when he issued the above stern warning about the 
danger to freedom posed by the United Nations. He correctly 
identified the existence of a plan by the globalist establishment, 
often described in America today as the “Deep State,” to gradu- 
ally surrender our sovereignty to the United Nations until we 
would one day realize that we were already just a part of a UN 
world government. 

Sixty years later, President Trump is openly flirting with 
either rejecting our role in the UN world government scheme 
or fully embracing it. For example, according a September 
18, 2017 article in USA Today, “Trump, a long-time critic of 
the U.N., said in a four-minute speech earlier Monday that the 
United Nations has not reached its full potential ‘because of 
bureaucracy and mismanagement.’” Nearly a year later, the jury 
is still out on Trump’s ultimate position on the UN. However, 
the large number of globalists appointed to key positions within 
the Trump administration makes it likely that Trump will not be 
leading the United States out of the UN anytime soon. 

On the other hand, if Hillary Clinton had won, we abso- 
lutely know that we would still be on the road to serfdom in 
a worldwide UN government. Polling data backs up this as- 
sessment. The Pew Research Center reported on September 20, 
2016 the results of 26 years of polling regarding the UN. The 
report showed that during the past 26 years, the percentage of 
Democrats with a favorable view of the UN increased from 73 
to 80, while Republicans with a favorable view decreased from 
68 percent to only 43 percent. 

The various articles in this TNA “Deep State in Action” spe- 
cial report provide detailed evidence in the areas of immigra- 
tion, trade, the environment, money, and national security for 
the existence of a Deep State plan by globalists to bring about a 
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worldwide government led by 
the United Nations. 

Not only did Robert Welch 
warn his fellow Americans in 
1958 about the plan to sub- 
merge our national sover- 
eignty ina UN world govern- 
ment, but by early 1962 he 
was regularly exhorting the 
members of The John Birch 
Society to Get US Out! of 
the United Nations. And all 
these decades later, the Get 
US Out! of the UN campaign 
is still on the front burner of 
the JBS agenda. 

Back in 1997, Represen- 
tative Ron Paul (R-Texas) 
introduced H.R. 1146, the 
American Sovereignty Restoration Act, which would get the 
United States out of the UN. Since then, this bill has been rein- 
troduced under the same name every two years. Representative 
Mike Rogers (R-Ala.) introduced the latest version of this bill 
in January 2017, and the bill’s number is now H.R. 193. 

Besides the House bills to terminate U.S. membership in the 
UN, there have been some notable votes in the House to cease 
all funding for the UN. In 1999, 74 representatives voted to do 
so. By 2011, the number voting to cease all funding for the UN 
had grown to 177, just 41 short of the 218 required for a major- 
ity in the House. 

There are other reasons to be optimistic about our chances 
of getting out of the UN. President Trump has taken several 
good actions to end U.S. participation in various UN activi- 
ties, such as initiating the withdrawal of our nation from the 
Paris Climate Agreement and actually withdrawing from the UN 
Global Compact on Migration, the United Nations Educational, 
Scientific and Cultural Organization (UNESCO), and the UN 
Human Rights Council. 

Please use this “Deep State in Action” TNA special report to 
educate your fellow citizens about the plan to surrender our na- 
tional sovereignty to a UN world government. Then urge them 
to phone President Trump (202-456-1111) and their represen- 
tative (202-225-3121) and senators (202-224-3121) in support 
of H.R. 193, the American Sovereignty Restoration Act. Also, 
urge them to go to JBS.org to send an e-mail to Trump and their 
congressmen with the same message. 

Getting the United States out of the UN is going to be dif- 
ficult. However, doing so is absolutely necessary for the con- 
tinued enjoyment of our personal rights and freedoms. So we 
will simply have to find the determination to influence enough 
freedom-loving Americans to join The John Birch Society and 
help Get US Out! & 
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Exposing Deep State — DVD 

The “Deep State” DVD features five videos of Alex Newman reporting on five 
aspects of the Deep State: 1. Bureaucracy; 2. “Intelligence” Agencies; 3. Behind 
the Deep State; 4. Secret Societies; and, 5. Money Men. Sold in clear plastic sleeve 
only. (2018, 1-10/$1.00ea; 11-20/$0.90ea; 21-49/$0.80ea; 50-99/$0.75ea; 100- 
999/$0.70ea; 1000+/$0.64ea Combined time of 36min, DVD) DVDDS 


Killing the Deep State 

In Killing the Deep State, Jerome Corsi lays it all out — from alarming evi- 
dence that the FBI planned to derail Trump to a plan that will help expose and 
eliminate this dangerous shadow government. (2018, HB, 256pp; $29.95ea; 
2+/$27.95ea) BKKDS 


The Constitution Is the Solution 
— Lecture Series 


Most Americans are not taught what's in the Constitution, nor are they aware of 
its limitations on government that have helped make America great. With this 
lecture series from The John Birch Society, you can help lead concerned Americans 
into activism. (2017ed, 339 total minutes, six-DVD set, includes Manual & 
Lecture Guide CD, and Lecture Materials Packet; 1-4/$45.00ea; 5-9/$35.00ea; 
10-19/$29.00ea; 20-+/$22.00ea). DVDSCSCMP 
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International Merger 
By Foreign Entanglements — Fourth Printing! 


Learn how our personal freedom and national independence are being undermined by 
the establishment's “international merger” agenda. Then, use this book to wake up your 
fellow Americans and work with them to stop the New World Order. This fourth printing 
includes a new chapter on “Amending the Constitution by Treaty” and “Addendum Two,’ 
which provides updates on international merger news since the 2015 third printing. 
(2017ed., 185pp, 1/$9.95; 12-23/$7.50ea; 24-39/$5.50ea; 40+/$4.95ea) BKIMFE17 


Tragedy & Hope: A History 

of the World in Our Time 

Professor Carroll Quigley of Georgetown University praises the efforts of an “interna- 
tional Anglophile network” whose goal is to rule the world. He boasts of having been 
permitted “to examine its papers and secret records,’ confirms the existence of an over- 
arching conspiracy, and details the origin and rise to power of the CFR and allied groups. 
(1997ed, 1348pp, hb, $42.95) BKTAH 


1984 

George Orwell warns against a nightmarish world of the foreseeable future. He 
describes in horrifying detail a time when the state reigns supreme and the words 
“individualism” and “dignity” are nowhere to be found in the “politically cor- 
rect” vocabulary of “newspeak.” Originally published in 1949. (1990ed, 328pp, pb, 
1/$8.95ea; 2+/$6.95ea) BK1984 
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IN ACTION 


The Deep State threatens to overthrow not just President Trump, but limited government 
altogether! You can help expose the major forces within and behind the Deep State 
using these two Special Reports. Help inform others so they can help inform even more. 


Order extra copies of the magazines (bulk discounts available) and buy the Kindle e-books! 


VISIT ShopJBS.org for extra VISIT www.JBS.org/amazonkindle 
copies or call 1-800-342-6491! to order your Deep State e-book! 


